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IN REPLY REFER TO

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Cedar City District
1579 North Main
Cedar City, Utah 84720

October 31, 1984

Dear Public Land User:

Enclosed is the proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, Antimony plan-
ning units. The Cedar City District Bureau of Land Management has prepared
this document in conformance with the requirements of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976 and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

The proposed RMP and Final EIS is designed to be used in conjunction with the
Draft RMP/EIS (DEIS) published in May 1984. This document contains the pro-
posed plan and its environmental consequences along with revisions and errata
pertaining to the Draft EIS/RMP, public comments received, and BLM's responses
to these comments.

The State Director shall approve the proposed RMP no sooner than 30 days after
the Environmental Protection Agency's published notice of receipt of the FEIS
in the Federal Register. Persons desiring to protest plan decisions must sub-
mit writtén protests to the Director, Bureau of Land Management (Department of
Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 18 and C NW, Washington, DC 20240) with-
in 30 days of the filing of the document with the Environmental Protection
Agency. A1l protests must be received within the time 1imit allowed and must
conform to the requirements of 43 CFR 1610.5-2. The final resource management
plan will be completed with the Record of Decision.

I want to personally thank those who participated in the development of this
plan. I hope your involvement will continue as we move into the imple-
mentation and monitoring phases of the plan and as we develop activity plans
in specific programs.

Sincerely,

TN

)
/i;§%2257{i}xéaf%vtcﬁb1/1——’
Morgan £. Jensen
Distriet Manager
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U. S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management

Type of Action: (X) Administrative ( ) Legislative

Abstract: This proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), when combined with the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) describes and analyzes four alternatives
for management of public lands and resources in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield,
and Antimony planning units. The four alternatives addressed are:
Alternative A, No Action; Alternative B, Planning; Alternative C, Production,
and Alternative D, Protection. The Proposed Resource Management Plan is
patterned after the Planning Alternative and focuses on resolving five
planning issues. These issues addressed such topics as land disposal, oil,
gas, and geothermal leasing, coal leasing, protection of sansitive resources,
providing habitat and forage for domestic livestock and wildlife, and
providing woodland products on a sustained basis. When the RMP is finalized,
it will provide a comprehensive framework for management of public lands
resources.

For Further Information Contact:

Sheridan Hansen George Peternel Rex Rowley

Beaver River Area Manager Escalante Area Manager Kanab Area Manager
444 South Main Escalante, Utah 84726 301 N. 1st East
Cedar City, Utah 84720 801-644-2672 Kanab, Utah 84741
801-586-2458 801-826-4291

Date Final Statement Made Available to EPA and the Public: November 2, 1984

Date by Which the Protests Must be Received by the Director: December 7, 1984
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How To Use This Document

This document consists of two major sections, the Proposed Resource Management
Plan (RM?) and the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), consisting of a volume of narrative and
a map addendum, was distributed earlier (May 1984).

The proposed Resource Management Plan describes the management objectives and
actions, rationales, decision implementation, support needs and program
coordination, program monitoring, and cost estimates. The proposed RMP is
provided first to orient the reader to the management programs and provide a
reference as to how the planning alternative has been modified from the DEIS,
based upon public comment.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement contains six chapters including: (1)
the Introduction; (2) Public Comments and Responses; (3) Alternatives; (4)
Affected Environment; (5) Environmental Consequences; and (€) Consultation and
Coordination. Most of the data and information found in the DEIS are
considered part of the final and are not reproduced in this document. Only
those portions of the draft which were changed or added to, as the result of
public input or reevaluation, are addressed in the FEIS. The Evironmental
Consequences of the proposed plan will be provided in full and not referenced
to the DEIS. Finally, the section on Comments and Responses provides an easy
reference as to how public comment affected the proposed decisions and how
they have been incorporated into the FEIS.

Together, the DEIS, the map addendum, and this document constitute the full
Enviornmental Impact Statement documentation.

The proposed RMP in this document is a modified version of the perferred
alternative found in the DEIS. To aid in comparing the two documents, arrows
( » ) have been placed in the margins of this section on Program Directions
indicating changes made on the DEIS. Maps represent proposed decisions.



Summary

I. INTRODUCTION

The following summary briefly reviews the development of this document and
its companion volume (the Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement Draft). The analysis and information
presented in this document, the Final, is organized differently from that of
the Draft in that the Proposed Resource Management Plan portion is presented
separately from the EIS portion. This has been done purposely to focus
attention directly on the management decisions that are being proposed for the
planning area. In response to both public comment and internal review,
changes have been made between the Preferred Alternative of the Draft and the
Proposed RMP presented below. Where such changes have resulted in a
significant departure from the environmental impact analysis presented in the
Draft, additional impact analysis has been performed and is presented in this
document. _

A. Location

The Final Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony Environmental Statement/Resource
Management Plan (FEIS/RMP) addresses the proposed Resource Management Plan for
1,071,400 acres of public lands in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony
planning units of the Cedar City District in southwestern Utah. The
lands affected are predominately found in Iron, Beaver, and Garfield
Counties. There are also minor acreages in both Washington and Kane
Counties. Withir. the planning area, there are 1,071,400 acres of public lands
ranging in elevation from 5,500 to 110,000 feet with associeted vegetation
cover ranging from desert shrub to mountain shrub and subalpine types.

B. Planning Issues

The EIS/RMP addresses the management of all Bureau of Land Management
administered resources and lands within the planning area. However, primary
focus is on the resolution of issues which have been identified through the
public participation process. Five planning issues have been identified and
analyzed: Special Resource Protection Measures. This issue addressed the
special protections above and beyond normal multiple use management conveyed
upon certain resources through special legislation, regulation, policy,
special agreement, and/or management concern. Lands Actions. This issue
addresses the concerns of the disposal of public Tands that meet Federal Land
Policy Management Act (FLPMA) criteria and other multiple use management
considerations for disposal, and the designation of major corridors as
jdentified by the Western Regional Corridor Study (1980). Forage
Management/Land Treatment. This issue addresses the concerns of the balanced
management of the forage resource to provide for soil and watershed
stabilization, the provision of forage for wildlife, and for livestock. Also
of concern in this jssue is implementation of land treatments (vegetation
treatments and facilities) to meet specific forage management objectives.
Minerals. This issue addresses the concerns of the revision of existing oil
and gas leasing categories to reflect updated resource information. Also
addressed are the concerns of the application of the coal screening process
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which includes 1) the call for coal resource information, 2) the application
of coal unsuitability criteria, 3) the application of multiple resource
considerations, and 4) surface owner consultations to lands determined to have
coal resource development potential. Forestry. This issue has been
identified for the Cedar and Beaver planning units only and addresses the
concerns of managing the woodlands resource for the sustained production of
fuelwood, posts and poles, and Christmas trees (existing management programs
in the Garfield and Antimony units would be continued).

C. Alternatives Considered in the Draft

Four alternatives were considered in detail in the Draft. Within each
alternative, a complete resource management plan which prescribes the
management of both issue and nonissue associated resources was analayzed.
While the resolution of conflicts was the primary focus of the alternatives,
providing overall programmatic guidance was also of major concern. The four
alternatives considered in detail in the DEIS are briefly described below:

1.  Continuation of Present Management Alternative (No Action)

The No Action Alternative addresses the continuation of existing
management practices at current levels and intensities. No maragement actions
or changes designed specifically to resolve planning issues are proposed under
this alternative.

2. Planning Alternative

The Planning Alternative represents a middle-of-the-road approach to
resolving the five planning issues. In situations where existing management
practices are inadequate, prescriptions are presented for the modification of
such practices. Some aspects of this alternative stress development, such as
the designation of major corridors, the determination of additional lands as
being available for further consideration for coal leasing, and the proposal
for several thousand acres of land treatments. Other aspects of the
alternative stress resource protection, such as placing additional acreage
under protective 011 and gas leasing categories and stipulations, the adoption
of visual resource management objectives, and the possible adjustment of
grazing uses to estimated grazing capacity on intensive management allotments

as indicated by monitoring studies.

3. Production Alternative

The Production Alternative is oriented toward resolving the planning
issues and managing the public Tands resources to favor the production of
commodity goods. Special resources are provided protection to the extent of
the Taw. AT1 discretionary actions would enhance commodity production.
Examples are the proposal of approximately 43,700 acres of lands for disposal,
designation of major corridors, the proposal to treat 736,000 acres for forage
production, the recategorization of nearly all lands into 0il and gas leasing
Category 1 - the least restrictive category, etc.
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4. Protection Alternative

The Protection Alternative emphasizes the improvement or maintenance of
important and sensitive environmental values. Proposals under this
alternative would modify present management practices to place highest
priority on protecting key wildlife and riparian/fisheries habitats, and
associated noncommodity values. A1l discretionary actions stress
environmental protection.

The Planning Alternative was tentatively selected in the Draft, subject to
public review and comment, as the Preferred Alternative. The proposed action
for the rangeland management, however, was the Continuation of Present
Management - No Action Alternative (as required by policy).

IT. PUBLIC INPUT

A. Public Comments and Responses

Over 200 public comments in 20 comment letters were received on the
Draft. Topics addressed in these comments covered nearly the full range of
subjects discussed in the EIS as well as the planning process in general.
Responses to these comments have been formulated and constitute a major
portion of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). In addition to
written input on the Draft, there were three formal opportunities to present
oral comments at open houses held in Panguitch, Utah (June 26, 1984), Beaver,
Utah (June 27, 1984), and Cedar City, Utah (June 28, 1984),

B. Effects of Comments on the Plan

Comments on the Draft have affected the Proposed Plan in several ways:
They have pointed out where errors were made in the analysis. An example of
this is where the Draft cited nearly 83,000 acres of Crucial Deer Winter
Range, but only proposed to provide seasonal protections for oil, gas, and

geothermal leasing on 68,000 acres. This disparity was caused by mapping and
acreage tabulation errors which resulted in an over-accounting of CDWR by
approximately 21,000 acres. These errors have been corrected in the proposed

plan.

Another example of modification of the planning in response to comments is
in the Soil, Water, and Air Program. Several commentors pointed out that
there appeared to be insufficient data on hand to make specific decisions
abou* watershed management at this point in time. The proposals made in the
draft have, therefore, been modified so that management decisions will be
formulated through the process of more detailed activity land planning and
that the RMP provides direction in the development of such activity plans.

Additionally, proposals in the Draft in such areas as corridor designation
and ORV management have been modified in response to comments. In summary,
the public has had a significant effect on the form and content of the
proposed RMP when compared with the Preferred Alternative presented in the

Draft.
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C. Opportunities for Further Public Involvement

There are a number of additional points in which public involvement in the
CBGA RMP takes place. First, there is a thirty-day review period for this
document before any decisions can be implemented. A protest may be lodged
with the Director of the BLM during this period against any decision in the
plan by, "Any person who participated in the planning process and has an
interest which is or may be adversely affected by approval . . . of a resource
management plan . . ." (43 CFR 1610.5.2[a]).

The more detailed activity plans that will be developed under the
direction of the RMP will also provide opportunity for public participation.

Finally, periodic reviews of the RMP through the Plan Monitoring and
Evaluation process will provide for public input on the continued utility of
the plan, continued consistency with officially approved plans of State,
local, and other other federal agencies, changes in planning issues, and
progress toward plan objectives. :

I1I. MAJOR ACTIONS

There are management prescriptions for every resource program in the
planning area. Some of these, such as for Fire Management and Cultural
Resources Management, are essentially to continue with existing management.
In some cases, such as with off-road vehicle and Visual Resource Management,
formal management prescriptions will be implemented for the first time. In
most other resource programs, management prescriptions represent adjustments
or revisions of existing management practices to resolve identified problems.
Summaries of the major actions in these programs are as follows:

Lands - A total of 37,000 acres of public lands would be proposed for
disposal through sales, exchanges, selections, etc. One hundred and ten miles
of corridors will be designated in two separate corridors for power

transmission lines.

Minerals - Revised oil and gas leasing categories will be applied to the
planning area in the following categories:

Open with Standard Stipulations (Category 1) - 915,900 acres
Open with Special Stipulations (Category 2) - 145,100 acres
Open with No Surface Occupancy (Category 3) 10,400 acres
Not Open to Leasing (Category 4) - 0 acres

These leasing categories will also be extended to geothermal leasing which
has not been under the leasing category system.

The application of the coal screening process resulted in a finding of
3,900 acres as unsuitable for surface mining and 37,000 acres as available for
further consideration for leasing for underground mining. Approximately
33,100 acres would be available for further leasing consideration for surface
mining. Prior to any leasing, Coal Unsuitability Criteria 16 and 19 must be
applied which could reduce the acreage actually available for leasing.
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Off-road Vehicles - ORV designations will be applied to federal surface in
the planning area as follows:

Open - 1,023,700
Limited (seasonal) - 47,700

Wildlife - Seven habitat management plans will be developed to improve
327,000 acres of mule deer habitat, 4,000 acres of elk habitat, 142,800 acres
~of antelope habitat, and 23 acres of riparian habitat.

Watershed - Watershed management plans will be developed for each planning
unit to assess the utility of existing data, determine areas of significant
erosion, determine surface and groundwater quality problems and needs,
identify data needs, and prioritize individual problem areas for corrective

actions.

Forestry - Sustained harvest limits will be established at between 3,750
and 6,000 cords per year (depending on conversion of woodlands to grassland
types for livestock grazing) and will be augmented by the development of
improved access both to and within the stands. Commercial harvesting will be
limited to salvage operations within the Cedar and Beaver planning units.

Rangeland Management - Intensive management will be implemented on 75
allotments with identified significant management problems. Currently
adequate management will be maintained on 41 allotments. Current custodial
management will be maintained on 57 allotments. Specific treatments,
facilities, and developments will be determined through the development of
Allotment Management Plans or other formal grazing agreements.

Visual Resources - VRM classes will be established and applied to federal
lands as follows:

VRM Class II - 68,600
VRM Class III - 102,400
VRM Class IV - 900,400

For the reader's convenience, this document is organized in two distinct

parts. Part I contains the Proposed Resource Management Plan. Part II
contains the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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Part | - Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony Resource

Management Plan

l. Introduction
A. Organization of the Plan

This plan contains the objectives and land use decisions on all public
lands within the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, Antimony Planning Area. It
describes the general terms of implementation, prioritization, monitoring, and
evaluation. It describes how each resource will be managed and the
anticipated costs of implementing each program over a 20-year time frame. The
plan does not present information on environmental consequences or
interactions between management prescriptions. This information is available
in Part II, Final Environmental Impact Statement.

The Resource Management Plan is presented in the section, Program
Directives. Each of the basic resource programs are discussed in terms of
Objectives, Management Actions and Priorities, Rationale, Decision
Implementation, Support Needs and Program Coordination, Plan Monitoring, and
Cost Estimation. At the end of each program discussion, a program decision
and monitoring matrix summary is provided for easy reference to program
monitoring and evaluation.

The types of information found under each of the headings include:

Objectives: Provides overall resource program directives and planned
results to be achieved during the plan life.

Management Actions and Priorities: Describes a set of related decisions
and conditions which define the combination of allowable resource uses and
general management priorities to be followed in managing the various
public land resources in a specific portion of the planning area.
Priorities describe the relative importance of each planning decision.

Rationale: Provides the reasons for implementing or selecting the
management actions or a specific course of action followed in the RMP.

Decision Implementation: Describes when management actions take effect
and what additional activity or project planning is required before
on-the-ground actions can be implemented.

Support Needs and Program Coordinatiun: Identifies actions or additional
planning required from other resource programs which would be required to
meet program objectives. Examples of support needs include cadasdral
survey, realty actions, access development, etc. Program coordination
identifies the interactions between different resource programs required
to implement decisions affecting the same geographic area.

Plan Monitoring and Program Evaluation (Matrix): Identifies individual
decisions to be implemented, the standards for assessment, the method of
assessment, and intervals of monitoring required to evaluate each
individual program's progress toward achieving management objectives.

1
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Cost Estimation: Provides an estimate of work month and capital outlay
{(in current year dollars) required to meet management objectives for a

20-year period.

B. Planning Horlzon

The management decisions identified in the proposed plan will remain in
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completed. The RMP is considered invalid when:

(1) Maintenance and amendments are inadequate to keep the plan current

with changing circumstances, resource conditions, or policies; and

(2) New data, new or revised policy, changes in resource status are

identified, affecting two or more of the planning issues or a majority of

the pian.

C. Pian Monitoring

The impiementation of the CBGA-RMP will be monitored during the life of
the plan to ensure that management actions are meeting program objectives.
Formal monitoring of resource programs is identified in the section on Program
Direction.

Management actions arising from RMP decisions will be monitored to ensure
consistency with the intent of the plan. Formal plan monitoring will be
performed by the District Office at intervals of y ars. These reviews will:
(1) assess the progress of plan impiementation and determine if management
act1ons are resu]t1ng in satisfactory progress toward ach1ev1ng objectives,

(2) evaiuate the plan to see if it is still consistent with the plans and

policies of State or local government other Federal agencies, and Indian
tribes, insofar as practicabie, and (3) ascertain whether new data are
available that would require alteration of the plan.

As part of the monitoring review, the government entities mentioned above
will be provided the opportunity to evaiuate the pian and advise the District
Manager of its consistency with their officially approved resource management
related plans and policies. Authorized advisory groups will aiso be consulted
during the review in order to secure their input.

Upon completion of a periodic monitoring review or in the event that
modifying the plan becomes necessary, the Cedar City District Manager will
determine what, if any, changes are necssary to ensure that the management
actions of the plan are consistent with its objectives. If the District
Manager finds that a plan amendment is necessary, an environmental analysis of
the proposed change will be conducted and a recommendation on the amendment
will be made to the State Director. If the amendment is approved, it may be

implemented 30 days after notice in the Federal Register.

Changes in the plan may take the form of maintenance actions or pian
amendments. Maintenance actions respond to minor data changes. Such
maintenance is limited to further refining or documenting a previously



approved decision incorporated in the plan. Maintenance actions do not
require the formal public involvement and interagency coordination process
undertaken for plan amendments. A plan amendment may be initiated because of
the need to consider monitoring findings, new data, new or revised policy, a
change in circumstances, or a proposed action that may result in a change in
the scope of resource uses or a change in the terms, conditions and decisions
of the approved plan.

D. Plan Implementation

A record of decision will be issued following publication of the FEIS and
the proposed RMP. The record of decision will contain decisions on all the
land use recommendations proposed in the FEIS. The record of decision will be
the approval authority for implementing the land use allocations, objectives,
and actions contained in the proposed RMP. However, additional activity plans
and environmental assessments will be required prior to conducting many site
specific actions.

Implementation of many actions will be tied to the budget and funding
allocations through the Annual Work Planning process. Completion of these
projects will be dependent on receiving adequate funding allocations. Many
funding decisions are made outside of the planning system and affect the
achievement of program objectives and implementation of management actions.




Il. Program Directives

A, Lands

1. Objectives

The objectives of the lands program are to provide more effective public
land management and to improve land use, productivity and utility through: a)

accommodation of community expansion and economic development needs; b)
improved land ownership patterns; and c¢) providing for the authorization of

legitimate uses of public lands by processing use authorization such as
rights-of-way, leases, permits, and State land selections in response to

demonstrated public needs.

2. Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions in the lands program are:

(a) Land Disposal

(1) Make available for disposal over the life of the plan,
approximately 37,000 acres of public land described in Lands Table 1 and Lands
Map 1. These lands will be classified for disposal by:

(a) Analyzing each proposed disposal to determine
what effects the porposed action will have on the social, economical, and
resource values.

(b) Establishing the fair market value through
appraisal.



(c) Public notification of the details of the
'proposed disposal for public comment.

(2) Develop a disposal plan which identifies a preferred
annual rate of lands availability, method of priority establishment, and means
of coordinating disposal program with adjacent planning units.

(3) Assure that no major investments, such as seedings,
fences, roads, etc., will be made on land identified for disposal.

(b) Corridor Designation

(1) Designate two corridors for power transmission lines
covering approximately 110 miles, one mile in width, as identifed in Lands Map
2. These corridors were identified and analyzed for the Intermountain Power
Project (USDI, BLM. IPP Volumes II and III Project Alternatives, Appendices
and References, 1979.) under the titles of IPP Southern California System
Preferred Route, IPP Utah System Preferred Route, and IPP Utah System
Alternative Route. These corridors were analyzed for establishment of power
transmission lines and are designated for that purpose. Any use authorization
other than for electrical transmission lines will require a separate analysis.

(2) Encourage, to the maximum extent practicable, the
location of new major rights-of-way within designated corridors.

(3) A regional or state-wide study and analysis will be

made of corridor needs and additional corridor designations made based on that
analysis. Any additional corridor designations, identified as a result of
this study, would require a planning amendment.

(4) Attach the following stipulations to rights-of-way for
electrical transmission lines located within these corridors on lands
administered by BLM.

1. Blasting and other surface disturbances would be prohibited within
500 feet of all live springs, reservoirs or water wells.

2. During critical periods, transmission line construction would cease
in deer, sage grouse, and bald eagle habitat along the transmission
lines. Table Lands-2 lists habitat areas and crucial periods.

3. Following the advice of a qualified wildlife biologist as designated
by the appropriate federal official, roads, railroads, towers, and
other ground disturbing activities would be located 200 yards from
identified active dens, burrows, nests, or roosting sites to protect
the species listed below:
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SPECIES, HABITAT, AND PERIODS OF CONCERN

Crucial Transmission
Species Concern Periods Line Segment Milepost
Deer Crucial Jan 1 - Apr. 30 Sigurd to Paragonah 68-75
Winter
Range
Utah Town Year Long Sigurd to Paragonah 66-70
Prairie Dog Sites
Sage Grouse Strutting Mar 15 - May 1 Sigurd to Paragonah 68-71
Grounds
Bald & Winter Feb 15 - Jun 30 Paragonah to St. George  3-7
Golden Roost
Eagle Sites

4, Use helicopters to erect towers and string conductors in areas
designated by the appropriate federal official, where access across
the terrain or management constraints precludes standard construction
methods.

5. The applicant would prepare photographic simulations of areas in
which facilities are proposed within foreground-middleground areas of
high scenic value or high sensitivity. Using the simulation as a
guide, the applicant would design and locate structures to blend into
the existing environment. Affected government agencies would
evaluate and approve measures before construction is begun.

6. Transmission lines would be maintained and repaired to specifications
established by the authorized officer.

7. A1l existing improvements along transmission systems would be
protected and damage would be repaired.

8. A1l public land survey‘monuments, private property corners, and
forest boundary monuments would be located, marked, and protected in
place. In the event of destruction, they would be replaced.

9. Clearing would be restricted to the minimum necessary.

10. Scalping of top soil would not be permitted along the transmission

line. Dozer, blade, or ripper-equipped tracked vehicles would not be
allowed except for access road construction.

The applicant shall conduct surveys of the grant area to determine if

any threatened or endangered species (flora and fauna) are present.
If such species are found the applicant shall comply with the
provisions of the Endangered Species Act (PL-97-304) including
consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service. The applicant will



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

take no action that will in any way destroy or adversely modify the
critical habitat of any federally listed threatened or endangered

species.

A plan of operation would be prepared covering the construction of
all project facilities in cooperation with the appropriate federal
agencies. The applicant would provide funding to the appropriate

federal agencies for administration of construction activities.

Material borrow areas would be restored when possible to blend with
adjacent terrain.

Along transmission lines, removal of trees would be Timited to those
closer than 20 feet to an electrical power conductor. Whenever
possible, clearing of trees creating a hazard would be done after
conductor installation to minimize tree removal.

Appropriate road signs for public safety purposes would be provided
during construction, such as "Caution Heavy Truck Traffic" or "Be
Prepared to Stop," where considered necessary.

A1l rivers, streams, and washes would be crossed at existing roads or
bridges, except at locations designated by the appropriate federal
official. The applicant would be required to install culverts or
bridges at points where new permanent access roads would cross live
streams. Where streams are crossed by temporary roads, dirt fills or
culverts would be placed and removed upon completion of the project.
Any construction activity in a perennial stream would be prohibited
unless specifically allowed by the appropriate federal official. All
stream channels and washes would be returned to their natural state.

Vegetation which has been cleared due to construction or other
activity associated with this project would be re-established (to the
extent practical) where designated by the appropriate federal
official. Vegetation cleared during construction would be shredded

and left as mulch.

The applicant would prepare a screening plan to minimize visual
impacts from structures. The plan must be submitted in writing to
the appropriate federal official, to obtain approval before starting
construction.

A1l trash, packing material, and other refuse would be removed from
construction areas on federal land and placed in approved sanitary
landfills.

Nonspecular conductors and compatible insulators would be installed
on transmission line systems where required by the authorized
officer.



21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Note:

Access roads on federal lands blocked as the result of construction
of project components would be rerouted or rebuilt. Cattle guards or
gates would be provided along the new access roads as directed by the
appropriate federal official.

Intensive archaeological surveys and clearance would be required for
all project sites (as specified in BLM Manual 8111.14) prior to new
construction. Properties eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places would be identified in consultation with
the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer as specified in
36 CFR 800.4-and 36 CFR 63. Wherever possible, sites would be
avoided. Where avoidance is not possible, mitigation of adverse
effects to sites eligible for the National Register would be
undertaken in compliance with 36 CFR 800. Sites discovered during
construction or other activities authorized by BLM would be evaluated
and managed as specified in 36 CFR 800.

The applicant would provide funding for a qualified paleontologist
who would be approved by the appropriate federal official. The
paleontologist would conduct an intensive survey of all areas to be
disturbed which are identified by the appropriate federal official as
having high potential for paleontological resources. An approved
paleontologist would be available, as needed, during surface
disturbance. If the paleontologist determines that paleontological
values would be disturbed, construction would be halted until

appropriate action could be taken.

In cooperation with the appropriate federal official, a fire control
plan would be prepared. Internal combustion engines would be
equipped with approved exhaust mufflers or spark arrestors.

Travel would be restricted to right-of-way and existing public
roads. Cross-country motor vehicle travel would be restricted on
lands within the limited categories.

A1l Tow voltage power transmission lines would be designed to prevent
electrocution of raptors.

Transmission line construction would not be allowed when in conflict
with existing mining and drilling operations.

Water bars would be constructed on permanent access roads to
adequately divert runoff to natural drainages. Location of water
bars would be determined by the appropriate federal official.
Roadside drainage ditches would be constructed on access roads to
reduce water flow and velocity. Drain ditches would be dug at
intervals determined by the federal authorizing officer. Roads would
be "out-sloped" as much as possible. Berms would be removed.

Stipulations 1-28 were tiered to a list of stipulations found in

IPP EIS (1979) and represent a partial 1ist of those stipulations which
would be applied to corridors in CBGA.



c. Use Authorization

(1) Process applications for use authorizations such as
rights-of-way, leases, and permits on a case-by-case basis.

(2) Provide timely response to applications for use
authorizations and State selections in accordance with current procedures and
policies.

c. Priority. The priority of management actions in the lands
program is subject to change dependent on demonstrated public demands and
needs. Therefore, the management action priorities will be established by
demonstrated public demands and needs as determined by the authorized
officer.

3. Rationale

a. Land Disposal. Lands identified for disposal are generally
lands that are believed to be needed for community expansion or the lands are
difficult and uneconomical to manage by a Federal agency.

The lands that are considered difficult and uneconomical to manage are
characterized by isolation from large blocks of public land and Tack legal
and/or physical access. The resource values on these lands are not great
enough to justify the cost of acquiring access. Because of their isolation,
unauthorized land uses frequently occur. Their disposal would integrate them
into adjoining private land uses where they could be more economically
developed and utilized and would promote a more unified land ownership

pattern.

b. Corridors. The purpose of corridor designation is to

identify areas of preferred locations for future major right-of-way grants, to
expedite the process of issuing authorization for these grants, and to avoid

the proliferation of rights-of-way.

¢c. Use Authorizations. Use authorizations, State selections,

and exchanges are based on expressed needs of individulas and user groups.
Since it is difficult to anticipate what these needs might be, they are

addressed on a case-by-case basis when the need is expressed.

4. Plan Implementation

Implementation of decisions directing the lands program commences upon
approval of the plan. A list of lands identified for eventual disposal,
corridor designations, and continuation of use authorizations would become
effective upon plan approval. Development of a lands disposal pian would be
the responsibility of the area lands specialist and would be assigned through
the AWP process and completed within one year of RMP approval. Corridor
designation is based upon the analysis made in the Environmental Impact
Statement for the IPP project (Volumes II and III, Project Alternatives,



Appendices, and References) and any use authorizations for electrical power
transmission lines within the designated corridors is cont1ngent upon the
analysis made in the IPP EIS, and stipulations required in this plan would be
attached to right-of-way grants when issued.

-Clerical

-Cadastral Survey
-iLand Appraisais
-Mineral Examinations

-Site Resource Evaluations for Affected Resources
b. Program Coordination. Program coordination between the
lands program and other programs will be administered as follows:

(1) Land Disposal. The normal NEPA (Env1ronmenta1

,,,,,,,,,,,,, Y o PR LY -

Assessments) and Land Report process will provide for input and coordination
with other programs.

(2) Corridor Designation. Program coordination will be
achieved through the normal NEPA and land report process.

V0 U N DY R U . Sy 2nin  ThAa A MEDA muviaAamAace 0 1

{2) Use Authorization. The normal NEPA process will
provide for input and coordination with other programs.

10
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6. Lands RMP Monitoring and Evaluation

Management Action to
be Implemented

Standard for Assessment

Method of Assessment

Interval of Assessment

1.

Land Disposal
Identify for disposal
37,000 acres

Develop disposal plan

Implement Disposal Plan

. Corridor Designation

Designate 2 corridors
based on IPP Environmental
analysis with applicable

stipulations and condi-
tions.

37,000 acres listed and:
described.

N/A

Activity plan has been
written:

AWP and end of year report

Rate of disposal availa-
bility described in plan.

Prioritization structure
developed in plan.

Coordinating with adjacent
planning units establish-
ed in plan. ’

Availability rate, disposal
prioritization, and coordin-
ation in effect.

AWP and end of year report

Map and environmental analysis N/A
developed depicting designated
corridors & stipulations, and

conditions clearly identified for
specific line segments or envir-

onmental hazards.

N/A

N/A

Annual

N/A



A

6. Lands RMP Monitoring and Evaluation (Continued)

Management Action to
be Implemented

Standard for Assessment

Method of Assessment

n

2. Corridor Designation

(Continued)

mmmmmmmm madav DNLIc +A 1A
EKILUUIG\JC a juil NUWS Ly U~
cate within designated cor-
ridors to the maximum ex-
tent practicable.

LoaiL

Conduct a regional or state-

wide study and analysis of

corridor needs and base
additional corridor desig-
nations on that analysis.
3. Use Authorizations
Process use authoriza-

tion applications on a
case-by-case basis.

Process use authoriza-
tlon appllcatlons on a

a-ir\v\ DNt : nliratinne ava
rflajwvi AuUn Ilbuh Vilio QU C
proved for locat1o within
designated corridors.

2]
‘Clj

Applications are being
processed and no signifi-
cant backlogs are develop-

o
D

esources are
provided adequate
t

Use Authorization applica-
tions are processed in

accordance with current

cedures and policies.

alo P
LR v

Case load review, AWP and
progress report,

Case load review AWP and
progress report.

Annual

Annual
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7. Lands Program Estimated Costs

Measurement Years Total
Planned Action Units 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 Costs
Disposal Plan Each (1) $2,800 (WMC) -0- -0- -0- $ 2,800
(1) Units
(1) wM
Disposal of Lands Acres (37,000) 9,200 acres 9,200 acres 9,200 acres 9,200 acres
20 WM=$56,000 20 WM=$56,000 20 WM=$56,000 20 WM=$56,000 224,000
Other Costs Other Costs Other Costs Other costs
$4,500 $4,500 $4,500 $4,500 18,000
Corridor Designations Each (2) -0- -0- -0- -0- -0~
Use Authorization Case (500) 125 cases 125 cases 125 cases 125 cases
& Compliance 70 WM=$196,000 70 WM=$196,000 70 WM=$196,000 70 WM=$196,000 70 WM=$196,000 $784,000
5 Year Total Costs $1,010,000
18, 000
$1,028, 800

*WM costs based on $2,800/WM




TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION

LANDS TABLE 1

LANDS AVAILABLE FOR DISPOSAL

SUBDIVISION

ACRES

DISPOSAL
CRITERIA

T26S R10W 13
25

R 30

1278 RO 21
28

33

34

35

R7W 35

R8W 4

T28s R6W 29

T29S R1O4 10
15

19
20

22

RIW 10

R7W 18

R8UW 14

T30S R10W 1

R1W 5

R12W 10

E1/2NW1/4,NE1/4SW1/4,L0TS 1 THRU 4
E1/2W1/2 NW1/4NW1/4
E1/2NW1/4,51/25K1/4
NE1/8,N1/2SE1/4,SW1/ASE1/4,E1/2W1/2
W1/2SE/14,L071,2,3,6

W1/2

S1/2SE1/4

W1/2NW1/4

LOTS 6 & 7

LOTS 1,2,3,4
SE1/4NW1/4,E1/25H1/4,5H1/45H1/4
ALL

SW1/4,NW1/4NW1/4
W1/2NE1/4,NE1/4SE 1/4

SW1/45W1/4

W1/2NW1/4
S1/2NW1/4,NW1/4SW1/4,SW1/4NE1/4
E1/2

ALL

NE1/4

ALL

ALL

LOTS 182,NW1/4NE1/4,NE1/4NW1/4
NW1/4SE 1/4

SW1/4SE1/4SE1/45H1/4

E1/2NW1/4

LOT 4

NE 1/4SW1/4

SE1/4NE1/4
N1/25W1/4,S1/2NW1/4,L0T 3,4
ALL

$1/2

N1/2

E1/2NE1/4,SE1/4,SE 1/4SH1/4,L0T 4
$1/2

N1/2

ALL

N1/2SW1/8,N1/2SE 1/4

ALL

160
320
640
160
640
640
160

DISPOSAL CRITERIA

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART

OF THE PUBLIC LANDS.

DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE.
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LANDS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

DI SPOSAL
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION  SUBDIVISION ACRES  CRITERIA
T31S  R12W 18 NE1/4NE1/4,51/2 ' 352 1
19 W1/2 385 1
30 LOTI 56 1
31 LOT 1 56 1
RIBW 1 LOTS4, 5,12 137 1
13 E1/2 640 1
20 E1/2 320 1
21 E1/2 320 1
28 N1/2,SW1/4 480 1
29  EV/2 320 1
31 ALL 619 1
33 NW1/4 160 1
R5W 8 N1/2NE1/4,NE1/4NW1/4 120 1
1325  RI2W 7 LOT 1 57 1
R13W 14 ALL 640 1
23 E/12,NW1/4 480 1
26 E1/2 320 1
30 E1/2W1/2,L0TS1 THRU 4 283 1
31 E1/2,E1/2W1/2,L0TS1 THRU4 603 1
35 EV/2 320 1
7 LOTS1 THRU 4,E1/2SW1/4.SE1/4NW1/4 240 ]
R14d 12 EV/2 328 1
14 NI/2 320 1 |
20 N1/251/2,S1/25W1/4,SW1/4SE1/4 280 1 f
21 SE1/4SW1/4 40 1
22 NW1/4 160 1
24 ALL 644 1
29 W1/2 320 ]
R6W 27 NE1/4NW1/4 40 1
R8W 31 Wi/ 321 1
34 S1/2,S1/2N1/2 ,NW1/4NW1/4 520 1
130 22 NEV/4 160 ]
7335 RI12W 6 SW1/4SW1/4 52 1
7 E1/2 320 ]
R13W 35  NWI/4,NWI/ANE1/4,N1/25W1/4,SW1/4SW1/4 320 1
R144 24 N1/2 320 1
25  SW1/4,W1/2SE1/4 240 1
28 N1/2 320 1
29  NE1/4NW1/4 40 1
34 NV/2 320 1
6 SW1/4SW1/4 38 ]

e e e e e o o e e e B R e B e NN E eSS SS—eeee oS A sam eSS es e s mas

DISPOSAL CRITERIA
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART

OF THE PUBLIC LANDS.
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE.
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LANDS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

DISPOSAL
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION SUBDIVISION ACRES  CRITERIA
T33S R15W 19 NE1/4NET/4 40 1
31 SE1/4NE1/4,NE1/4SE1/4 80 1
34 SE1/4NEV/4 40 1
R5W 25 SW1/4NW1/4,W1/2SW1/4 120 1
26 SE1/4SE1/4,SE1/4NW1/4 80 1
35 E1/2E1/2 160 1
R8W 3 N1/2 321 1
4 SE1/4,SE1/4NEN/4 200 1
9 NE1/4,N1/2SE1/4,NET1/4SW1/4,SE1/45E1/4 320 1
RIW 14 NET1/4NE1/4,SW1/4NE1/4,SE 1/4NW1/4 115 1
15 LOT 5 10 1
22 LOTS 1 AND 2 59 1
23 NW1/4NW1/4,SWT/4NW1/4,SE1/4NET/4 NW1/4SW1/4 73 1
31 W1/2SW1/4 61 1
1345 RIOW 1 LOTS 1 THRU 4,S1/2NW1/4,W1/2SE1/4 297 1
12 NW1/4NW1/4 40 1
24 SE1/4,51/2NEV/4 240 1
25 E1/2 320 1
R1W 10 E1/2,E1/2W1/2 480 1
15 SW1/4,W1/2SE1/4,N1/2NE1/4,SW1/ANET/4 360 1
22 NW1/4,NE1/4,SE1/4 480 1
23 SW1/4 160 1
3] N1/2SE1/4,NE1/4SH1/4,L0T3 160 1
R13wW 10 EV/2 320 ]
16 W1/2NE1/4,SE1/4SE1/4 120 1
17 SE1/4 160 1
4 ALL 640 1
7 W1/2NW1/4 50 1
9 ALL 640 1
R14W 1" SE1/4 160 1
14 S1/2,NE1/4 480 1
18 NW1/4,W1/2NET/4,N1/2SW1/4,NH1/4SE1/4 363 1
3 ALL 637 1
4 Wl/2 317 1
7 Wi/2 322 1
R15W 1 SE1/4,W1/2NE1/4,SE1/4NW1/4,51/25W1/4,NET1/45W1/4 400 1
12 ALL 640 1
17 NW1/4NW1/4 160 1
7 S1/2NE1/4 80 1
R2W 2 N1/2NW1/4 80 1
N1/2S1/2 160 1
22 4 1

DISPOSAL CRITERIA
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART

OF THE PUBLIC LANDS.
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE.
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LANDS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

DI SPOSAL
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION  SUBDIVISION ACRES  CRITERIA
T34S  RS5W 1M E1/2NE1/4,51/251/2 240 1

22 W1/2NE1/4SE1/4 20 1
27 E1/2NEV/4 : 80 1
ROW 35  SE1/4,E1/2SW1/4,S1/2NEV/4 320 1
T35S  RIOW 13 NE1/4NW1/4 40 1
15 W1/25W1/4 80 1
19 NW1/4SW1/4 40 ]
21 NW1/4SE1/4,SE1/4NE1/4 80 1
22 Wiy/aWy/2 160 1
24 NE1/4SW1/4 40 1
27 NW1/4NW1/4 40 1
33 W1/2 319 1
R1TW 24  NE1/4SE1/4 40 1
25  NE1/4SW1/4,L0T 6 82 1
34 SW1/4sw1/4 40 1
R124 19 NEV/4 160 1
20  NE1/4NE1/4 40 1
22 S1/2 160 ]
R15W 31 SW1/4SE1/4 40 1
ROW 12 E1/2NW1/4,SW1/4NW1/4,N1/2SH1/4 200 1
23 SW1/4sW1/4 40 1
T35S 26 W1/2SW1/4 80 1
29  SE1/4SE1/4 40 1
T365 RIOW 21  SW1/4NE1/4 40 1
W1/2NW1/4,NE1/4SW1/4 120 1
4 NW1/4SE 1/4 40 1
R1W 35  LOTS 6,7,N1/2SE1/4 160 ]
36 NW1/4SE1/4 ' 40 1
RIZW 1 NW1/4 ' 45 1
2 NE1/4,E 1/2NW1/4 130 ]
T37S  RIW 1 NW1/4SW1/4 40 1
23 N1/2SE1/4,SW1/4SE1/2 120 1
RIGW 2 E1/2,E1/2W1/2,SW1/4SW1/4 ,NW1/4NW1/4 559 ]
138 RIW 4 LOTS 1 & 2 45 1
R12W 18  NEI/4NE1/4 40 1
R6W 25  S1/2SE1/4, NE1/4SE1/4 , 120 1
TOTAL 37,044

DISPOSAL CRITERIA
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 1 CONSISTS OF LANDS DIFFICULT AND UNECONOMICAL TO MANAGE AS PART

OF THE PUBLIC LANDS.
DISPOSAL CRITERIA 2 CONSISTS OF LANDS WHICH WOULD SERVE AN IMPORTANT PUBLIC OBJECTIVE.
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B. Minerals
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1. Objectives

a. Provide maximum leasing opportunity for oil, gas, and
geothermal exploration and development by utilizing the least restrictive
leasing categories necessary to adequately protect sensitive resources.

b. Make lands available for further coal leasing consideration
as determined by the coal lease screening process which involves: (1) Call
for coal resource information; (2) the application of the coal unsuitability
criteria (43 CFR 3461 and 3420.1-4(e)(2); (3) multiple land-use analysis
(consideration of locally important or unique resource values (43 CFR
3420.1-4(e)(3); and (4) surface owner consultation (43 CFR 3420.1-4(e)(4).

c. Continue to meet public demand for salable and free-use
mineral materials on a case-by-case basis.

d. Prevent unnecessary and undue degradation on lands open for
locatable mineral exploration and development.

2. _ Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions for the minerals program are:

a. Apply the revised oil, gas, and geothermal leasing
categories and stipulations as described in Minerals Table 1 and Minerals Map
1. This decision does not apply to geophysical exploration which is
administered under the Notice of Intent Process (43 CFR 3045).

18




b.  The Potential Coal Development Areas within the Kolob,
Alton, and Johns Valley Coal Fields (Minerals Map 2) are suitable for further
leasing consideration as described below:

(1) Based on the coal lease screening process, the
following lands will be considered suitable for further leasing consideration
for underground and surface mining: Kolob Coal Field - 19,788 acres, Alton
Coal Field - 837 acres, and Johns Valley Coal Field - 12,506 acres. An
additional 3,900 acres, identified under criteria numbers 2, 3, 9, 11, 12, and
15 will be considered suitable for further leasing consideration for
underground mining, but will be considered unsuitable for surface mining
(Minerals Table 2 and Minerals Map 2). It should be noted that application of
Unsuitability Criterion 16 (Flood Plains) was not completed, and Criterion 19
(Alluvial Valley Floors) was not applied to any of the potential coal areas.
These criteria will be applied prior to any leasing (see c. below) and could
result in additional acreages considered unsuitable.

(2) Visual resources will be mitigated from surface
disturbances to meet VRM Class II objectives in the foreground visual zone on
2,800 acres within the Kolob Coal Field (Minerals Map 2).

(3) Apply coal unsuitability criteria 16 and 19
(Floodplains and Alluvial Valley Floors, respectively) prior to leasing (43
CFR 3461.4-1).

c. Continue to meet public demand for salable and free-use
mineral material on a case-by-case basis.

d. Prevent undue and unnecessary degradation on lands open for
locatable mineral exploration and development.

3. Rationale

a. Based on updated resource information recent IBLA decisions
on oil and gas leasing categories, and the objectives for management of oil,
gas, and geothermal resource development, the existing oil, gas, and
geothermal categories and stipulations were revised. An interdisciplinary
review revealed disparities between the existing categories and stipulations,
the necessary levels of protection for sensitive resources, and the
opportunity for resource exploration and development. Thus, the categories
and stipulations were revised.

b. The application of the coal screening process provided
indepth consideration for the protection of sensitive resources while
providing lands for further coal lease consideration. It will be necessary to
apply criteria 16 and 19 prior to leasing to avoid carrying any unsuitable
lands through the coal leasing process.

c. There are no significant unresolved issues related to
mineral material disposal. Therefore, continuation of administration of the
program on a case-by-case basis is warranted.
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d. Prevention of undue and unnecessary degradation, as
required by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, is necessary
to protect sensitive resource values while allowing opportunity for locatable
mineral exploration and development.

4. Plan Implementation

a. The oil, gas, and geothermal leasing categories become
effective upon adoption of the plan and after the new category data has been
processed by the Utah State Office, Minerals Adjudication Section. At this
time categories and stipulations will be applied to leases as they are issued
or renewed. On-the-ground implementation of the stipulations and categories
is accomplished through the APD (Application Permit to Drill) process
discussed under Plan Monitoring and Evaluation below.

b. The areas suitable for further coal leasing consideration
will be available for coal tract delineation, and ranking upon adoption of the
plan. Application of coal unsuitability criteria 16 and 19 will be completed
prior to leasing. Resource evaluation, tract delineation and ranking,
environmental analysis, and competitive coal lease offering will be completed
by the Utah State Office Regional Coal Team.

¢c. Management of salable minerals will continue with adoption
of the plan.

d. Management of locatable minerals will continue with
adoption of the plan.

5.  Support and Program Coordination

a. Continued interdisciplinary support from the resource area

staff will be required to ensure on-the-ground implementation of the oil, gas,
and geothermal leasing category system through the APD process. Support needs
include use of archaeology, wildlife, realty, range, and recreation staff
specialists. Additional interdisciplinary coordination will be utilized for
completion of the annual report on the oil, gas, and geothermal categories
discussed under Plan Monitoring and Evaluation.

b. The District Hydrologist and Soil Scientists will be needed
to ensure that the application of coal unsuitability criteria 16 and 19 is
completed.

c. Continued interdisciplinary support will be required to
ensure protection of sensitive resource values from the impacts of mineral
material development through environmental analysis. The support needs
include use of the archaeology, wildlife, realty, range, and recreation staff
specialists at the resource area level.

d. Continued interdisciplinary support will be necessary to
prevent undue and unnecessary degradation through environmental analysis and
compliance examinations.
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6. Minerals Pian Monitoring and Evaluation

MANAGEMENT ACTION TO
BE IMPLEMENTED

STANDARDS AND OBJECTIVES

FOR ASSESSMENT

METHOD OF ASSESSMENT

INTERVAL OF
ASSESSMENT

Apply leasing categories 1) The revised categories and 1) Monitoring of drilling 1) Summary report-
and stipulations to oil, stipulations are attached to activity through the annuatl.
gas, and geothermal leases all new leases. APD process. 2) 5-year review.
as delineated in Minerals Table 1. 2) The minimum necessary re- 2) Summary report
Provide category plats to strictions have been ap- 3) Feedback from industry
USO Minerals Adjudication applied to protect sensi- and pubiic.
Section. tive resources.
3) Maximum opportunity exists

for exploration and de-

velopment.
Make available for fur- 1) Ensure coal screening de- 1) Review of Regional 1) As EISs and
ther leasing considera- cisions are applied during coal EISs. mine plans are
tion the lands found Regional leasing and dur- 2) Mine plan evaluation available for
suitable following the ing mine plan evaluation, 3) Progress reports. review.
coal screening process including unsuitability 2) 5-year review.
(Minerals Table 2, Min- and VRM stipulations. '
erals Map 2). Provide 2) Ensure that Unsuitability
coal screening findings Criteria 16 (Floodplain) and
to USO and Regional coal Criteria 19 (Alluvial Valiey.
team. Floors) are applied prior to

leasing.
Administer salable minerals 1) Meet public demand for sala- 1) Environmental assess- 1) 5-year review.
on a case-by-case basis. ble minerals. ments.

2) Protect sensitive resources 2) Progress reports.

through the environmental 3) Feedback from public.

analysis process. 4) Compliance exams.
Administer locatable mineral Prevent undue and unnecessary 1) Environmental Assess- 1) 5-year review.

degradation on lands open for ments.
locatable mineral exploration 2) Compliiance Exams.
and development 3) Progress reports.

exploration and development
on lands open for mineratl
entry.
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7. Minerals Program Estimated Costs - Twenty Year Funding

PLANNED ACT{ON [-b Years b-10 Years 1i-15 Yyears lo-ZU Years lotal
Application of oil, 1 workmonth (WM) per 20 WM 20 WM 20 WM $224,000
gas, and geothermal APD; 4 APDs per year; $56,000 $56,000 $56,000
leasing category de- 20 WMs per assessment
cisions, including period; $2800 per WM =
monitoring through $56,000.

APD process and
annual report.
Monitoring of Regional Application of Criteria 0 0 0 5,600
coal leasing and mine 16 and 19 if done in-
plan evaluations to house = 2 WMs; $2,800 per
ensure application of workmonth = $5,600.
coal screening deci-
sions. Application of
coal unsuitability
criteria 16 and 19.
Preparation of environ- '3 WMs per year; 15 WMs 15 WM 15 WM 15 WM 168,000
mental assessments and per assessment period; $42,000 $42,000 $42,000
compliance examinations $2,800 per WM; $42,000.
on salable mineral de-
velopment.
Preparation of environ- 2 WMs per year; 10 WMs 10 WM 10 WM 10 WM 112,000
mental assessments and per assessment period; $28,000 $28,000 $28,000
compliance exams on $2800 per WM = $28,000.
locatable mineral ex-
ploration and develop-
ment.
$131,600 $126,000 $126,000 $126,000 509, 600



MINERALS TABLE 1
OIL, GAS, & GEOTHERMAL LEASING CATEGORIES

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 2 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
318 1Al 1 280.00
a4 17 250.13
18 124.99
19 160.00
20 400.00
29 410.00
30 400,00
3N 435.42
4 160.00
8 280.00
325 4.5 18 109.26
6 569. 83
7 313.18
5W 12 305.20
13 240.00
33S 8 ‘ 1 280.00
1 80.00
12 640,00
13 326.79
14 360.00
22 200.00
23 642 .41
24 110.00
26 480.00
27 399.79
34 430, 82
34S 8 17 640.00
19 640. 00
20 633.87
21 240.00
3 186.26
31 335.40
4 54 .34
9 640.00
M 21 40,00
22 160. 00
23 480.00

-23-



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 2 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS 11 CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
345 9 24 321,22
25 218.57
26 416,84
27 489.84
28 644,40
33 600.00
358 10 31 339.48
10 139. 71
11 600,00
14 200,00
15 160,00
17 560.00
18 160,00
20 640,00
21 320.00
26 80,00
28 80.00
29 160.00
4 254.87
5 652.40
6 640,00
7 560,00
8 560,00
9 157.19
36S 100 17 520.00
18 170.00
19 572.62
20 280,00
21 280.00
22 80.00
26 320.00
27 280.00
28 80.00
30 43.21
6 323.68
7 650,08
8 240.00
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 2 VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
36S 100 9 80,00
1 1 607.57
12 560,00
13 80.00
23 249.65
24 591.29
25 667.24
26 633,51
27 304.69
33 121.33
34 658.92
35 643,71
37s 1W 10 640.00
n 402.98
12 120,00
15 502.00
17 400,00
19 441,20
20 790.00
21 320.00
22 328.77
29 200.00
3 641.12
30 641,60
3 640.00
4 _ 320,00
8 360.00
9 515.97
12W 24 217.17
' 25 664.16
26 122.28
35 409,65
385 124 1 481.66
10 202.28
N 320.00
12 305.57
3 276.67
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

TOTAL 41,132.79
CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 4 RIPARIAN CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
27s ™ 23 40.00
24 280,00
25 200.00
35 60.00
oW 34 80.00
35 120. 00
285 W 14 160. 00
295 oM 18 120.00
W 10 40.00
1 160. 00
30S " oW 17 60.00
18 80. 12
20 100.00
21 210.00
6 120,07
7 80.00
8 229,41
9 211.20
™ 1 75.10
12 120.00
13 80.00
9 8 60.00
9 60. 00
315 au 17 147.58
' 20 160. 00
29 160. 00
30 160.00
31  240.00
8 80.00
9 40.00
325 4.5 6 159.39
6 25 140. 00
26 160.00

-26-



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 4 RIPARIAN CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
325 oM 33 100.00
™ 29 40,00
30 100.00
335 W 12 180,22
25 100. 00
26 144,09
27 49,67
345 W 1 20,00
3 223.35
355 W 1 233.50
n 190. 00
14 120.00
15 93.21
365 100 17 80.00
20 80.00
21 240.00
22 80.00
26 320.00
27 280.00
130 33 40,00
378 1 10 160. 00
20 200,00
9 232,81
13 1 90.00
10 100, 00
" 140. 00
12 140,00
13 30.00
14 182.00
4 80.00
TOTAL 8,261.72
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESOURCE
RIPARIAN

PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

34s

5

50.00
210.00
60.00
30.00

120,00
140. 88
210.00
20.00
61.60

80.00
161.48

- - = o o - - S S e = = = - = . - ——

CATEGORY

STIPULATION '

RESOURCE
RIPARIAN

1,143.96

PLANNING UNIT

ANTIMONY

-28-

30
31

15

18
19
20
22
25
26
27
28
29
30
33
34

260.40
110.00
40.00
21. 1
111.07
180,00
20.00
324.24
100.00
188.30
150.00
170.00
231.82
220.00
120.87



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 4 RIPARIAN ANTIMONY
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
315 2W 35 120.00

328 W 18 160. 00 ;
19 10.00
W 13 170.00
14 80. 00
19 210.44
20 200.00
21 60.00
23 90.00
25 40.00
26 190.00
3 99.69
4 342.46
5 120.90
6 163.88
7 210.05
8 160.00
34 24 28 40.00
TOTAL 4,715.23
CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 CRUCIAL ANTELOPE WINTER RANGE  ANTIMONY
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
315 2u 35 122.00
325 W 6 106.00
2W 1 512.00
n 70.00
12 336.00
14 550.00
15 97.00
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MINERALS TABLE 1 {CONTINUED)

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

7 CRUCIAL ANTELOPE WINTER RANGE

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- - - - - - " = = = P T O T Y D A R W T = e = = = -

487.00
476,00

= = " - - e o i e ot T e T 5 = e O B e e o ey I e P P D S D A Y W e - -

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE

RESOURCE

3,862.00

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- > s = R P T D v = P e e S O e AB 4D G D U L S G S P M B G A D S N e O S e A - e - -

- - .- - - - - - " " = S T T S - - - - S T - .

29S

oW

-30-

18
19
29
30
31

197.30
256.70
129.40
183.10
348.90

472.80
228,00
283.30
457.30
630.00
348,00
640,00
197.20
480,00

82.50
640.00
462.40
117.80
512.20
393.70
625.00
453,80



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
295 ™ 33 40.00
35 431.40
8w 30 97.10
9 25 594.20
26 73.00
35 406.60
36 448,80
308 ou 6 149,60
™ 1 483.10
10 512.50
n 640,00
12 359,00
13 25.70
14 335.00
15 540,40
21 25.60
22 53.90
M 1 30.00
10 113.20
2 267.40
3 568.10
4 265.20
9 214.20
315 3W 3 272.80
4.5 17 63.80
18 481.80
19 604.00
20 126.20
29 27.30
30 571.60
4 453.60
5 502.40
6 59.80
7 517.30
8 506.70
9 73.60
5W 12 183.60
13 296.30
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
31S 5W 25 86.70
M 25 91.30
26 211,00
27 261.30
28 299.60
32 90.60
33 640.00
34 584.00
35 421.70
325 4.5 18 443,80
19 633.10
30 640.00
31 140.80
7 227.50
5W 25 458.20
™ 10 67.30
1 333.30
14 461.60
15 190.50
17 642.70
18 309.80
19 334.60
20 624.60
2i 67.70
22 301.20
23 606.40
25 28.10
26 672.20
27 589.00
28 615.00
29 639.00
3 282.60
30 274.60
4 640.00
5 368.60
7 186.70
8 603.80
g 186.30
8W 36 26.30
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
335 8w 1 268.30
27 57.70
34 186.90
345 8w 17 101.60
18 388,00
19 285.20
3 135.80
30 146.20
3 73.40
4 254,70
5 200.70
8 514,70
9 252,00
W 21 60.00
23 133.50
24 212.00
25 150,90
26 257,00
27 147.80
28 439,70
29 125.80
30 30,50
31 40.00
33 177.50
355 10 B 525,00
10 357.00
1 223.00
17 592.30
18 90.00
19 430,70
20 44,80
3 242,00
30 661.80
31 112.70
4 18.00
8 151.70
9 396,70
10 25 159.80
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY

- - = - A - T - O - - - 5 " =

365

37s

385

STIPULATION

11W

154

11W

12

12W

13W

-34-

RESOURCE
CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE

- - 8 D = " " = - P YR A TR e R O R = - =

12
23
24
27
33
19
20
21
28
29
30

12
17
18

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

349.00
10.40
27.60
31.40

152,10

759.60

4.60
10.00

131.10

413.60

537.40

378.60

320.00
640.30
301.60

20.80
176,50
334.70
484,90
641.00
281.80
220,50
598.50
583.20
536.20
283.40

40.00
160.00

507.30
200.00
848.70
11.00
51.00
87.60
236,70



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
38 13W 8 88.00
TOTAL 53,197.00
CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE ANTIMONY
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
315 ™ 30 440.00
31 440,00
2u 25 483,24 .
26 280.00 b
34 5.00 :
35 391,70 ?
325
™ 18 512.76
W 19 624,84
6 628. 58
7 400,00
W 1 571.58
10 620,00
1 480,00
12 611.80
13 520.00
14 600.00
15 440,00
17 640,00
18 640,16
19 580, 52
20 230.00
21 210,00
22 640. 00
23 560. 00
24 520.00
25 640,00
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE ANTIMONY

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
325 2u 26 640.00
27 575.00
28 25.00
3 337.98
30 60.12
7 319,99
8 440,00
9 460.00
335 2u 1 40.00
12 120. 00
14 40,00
2 30.00
8 100. 00
TOTAL 15, 898.27

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT

2 7 CRUCIAL ELK WINTER RANGE CEDAR- BEAVER

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
318 5 34 81.60
35 491,70
6M n 90.10
12 215. 80
14 34.20
2 171.90
32s 5w ' 1 297.90
TOTAL 1,383.20
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RE SOURCE

PLANNING UNIT

RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES CEDAR-BEAVER

308

335

34S

T
13U

104

1
124

134
144

29
30

28
13
27

18
25
27
28

13
N

36

80.00
80.00
200.00

160.00
160.00
199.00

90, 60
160..00
81,92
100.00
260.00
200,24
40,00
80.00
'~ 160.00
160.00
80.00
160.00

367.36
240.00

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESOURCE

3,739.12

PLANNING UNIT

RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES GARFIELD

-37-




MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES GARFIELD
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
335 5 21 10.00
29 10.00
36S 5 30 17.76
oW 24 20.00
25 40.00
378 5W 6 76.66
7 95.85
385 5W 3 160,00
TOTAL 540,27
CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES ANTIMONY
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
318 W 6 40,00
2W 15 40,00
22 40,00
30 40,00
TOTAL 160. 00
CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS  CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
285 8 27 80.00
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SQURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS  CEDAR-BEAVER
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
28S 84 28 240.00
33 240.00
34 80.00
295 8 17 320.00
18 120.00
7 40.00
8 120.00
308 10u 19 40.61
27 320.00
30 241,86
34 320.00
1M 25 40.00
315 8W 10 640.00
3 200.00
M 10 640.00
1 320.00
328 100 _ 14 360.00
15 120.00
18 164.11
22 40.00
23 120.00
27 160.00
7 163.98
1M 12 160.00
13 160.00
M 1 120.00
11 240.00
13 40.00
14 120.00
23 120.00
24 120.00
33S 1 10 360.00
11 120.00
14 . 40.00
15 210.00
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS

RE SOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

380.00
30.00
20.00

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS

RESOURCE

7,370.56

PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

308

33S

345

358

365

378

S

4.5

5W

oW

5W

5

oW

-40-

25
26
35

24
25
26

18

12
13
19
30
24
25

33

110.00
90.00
40,00

70.00
110.00
220.00

9.73
87.82
140.00
94.02
50.00
460.00
50.00
300.00

160.00

264 .86
162.03
30.00
280.00



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

RE SOURCE
SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

> - A - . T D D P W R W o - e T D D S e R = e 4 R T R = > -

- - 0n T - - - 4 48 T = = . T T = e e e 4D 4B e e ke S WD T e D P 4 - A S o = - -

290.00
40.00

240.00
280.00
70.00

- - . T = = > " = = 48 T - = = e D = - - T S T T A A " R 4 T = T e e

RE SOURCE
ADMINISTRATIVE SITE

920.00

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- 8 . - - T S W e e S Y A G5 D . A N -

- - o D - - - o - — - - T = T - - = . - - - - - - - - -

RANGE SECTION
3uW 7
TOTAL
RESOURCE

QUITCHIPA LAKE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- - - - S . - S D e A = e A o - - R = S T = N Y e s - " = - -

CATEGORY STIPULATION
2 7
TOWNSHIP RANGE
345 2u
358 3w
CATEGORY STIPULATION
3
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP
BRYCE ADMINISTRATIVE SITE 36S
CATEGORY STIPULATION
3
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP
RIPARIAN 36S
375

RANGE SECTION

12W 21
28
33
34

- o e 48 T = - = B = = = fn - - T - R - T = e 4 e W H W = O O = S T M W R S e W A -

-41-
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MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
3 R&PP CEDAR-BEAVER
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
BRAFFITS CREEK R&PP 358 M 13 160.00
' 23 330.23
24 513.28
25 160,00
26 280,00
CEDAR CITY AIRPORT 358 1 33 40,00
RESIDENTIAL 36S 1M 15 160.00
20 480.00
21 640.00
28 240,00
29 240,00
TOTAL 3,243,51

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESQURCE PLANNING UNIT

3 R&PP GARFIELD

PURPOSE . TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
PANGUITCH AIRPORT 345 5W 14 560.00
15 160. 00
22 80,00
23 480.00
TOTAL 1,280.00

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT

3 R&PP ANT IMONY

PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
ANTIMONY LANDFILL 31S 2u 1 12,50
BYRCE AIRPORT 365 2u 6 314.42
TOTAL 326.92

=42~



MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

RESOURCE
RECREATION SITE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- a8 = = " o - v = - - = D T e 4 e 0B R - - o - -

- o e A P N D B - > = D T = D D = = o - - D e = T - " - - - -

RANGE SECTION
9 1
1
12
9W 14
TOTAL
RESOURCE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

84.06
180.00
200.00
343.53
160,00
160,00
320.00

80.00

80.00
120.00
160.00
120.00
160.00
120.00

90.00

- o > > o = > - T R e = - . T n S . D R T Oy = D A U e T D O YD W

RANGE SECTION
104 1
104 28

29

oW 31
9 24
10W 13
™ 13
oW 5
7

8

9
12U 10
n

14

15

TOTAL

RE SOURCE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

2,377.59

PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

- - - - 2 = - o - - PP = - P S s o = D W D = - - . . e = W Y B N S = P G W S G TR e e D e A e S W e - -

CATEGORY STIPULATION
3
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP
MINERSVILLE RESERVOIR 30S
ROCK CORRAL 285
CATEGORY STIPULATION
3
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP
UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 30S
31
325
355
CATEGORY STIPULATION
3
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP
UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 345
35§

RANGE SECTION
SW 27
5W N

-43-




MINERALS TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

CATEGORY

PURPOSE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

STIPULATION

TOWNSHIP

355

RESOURCE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

20,00
20,00
110.00

- - - . - 4 S e S A A R D P TR A o e o D e = e e e e e S g e = 4 -

CATEGORY

PURPOSE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

STIPULATION

TOWNSHIP

338

345

355

36S

RANGE SECTION
5W 12
35
S 14
TOTAL
RESOURCE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

- - - - " T A R e e O G G AR 4B D R e S . - - - = -

RANGE SECTION

W

3W

3

aw

-44-

27
28
33
34
35
3

32
33
32
33
4

5

7

12

TOTAL

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

70.00
120.00
120.00
350.00

40.00

80.16
180.00

20.00

20.00

80.00

40.28

20. 11

68.67

973.22
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MINERALS TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA

Acres
Total Acres Coal Field*
(Sum of AN Kolob Alton Johns Valley
Criterion Coal Fields) 20,170 Ac. 920 Acres 15,922 Acres Comment s Legal Description
#1. Federal Land Systems 0 0 0 0 No Lands Fall Into Any of
the Listed Federal land
Systems.

#2. Rights-of-Way; Ease- 63.46 51.46 0 12. Rights-of-Way for State Kolob_(Surface) Johns Vailey (Surf.)
ments; Leases for Highway 14 Water Pipeline T. 36 S., R. 10 W. T. 33 5., R. 2 M.
Commercial, Resi- and Transmisston Line NW1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NE1/4  Sec., 28 W1/2
dential, Public Sec. 25, SW1/4 NWl/4
Purposes, or Sec. 26, (Rights-of-way
Industrial Located Within 1/4

Sections)

#3. Lands Affected by
Sec. 522{(e) (4) and
(5) of Surface Mining
Controis and Recliama-
tion Act:

A, 100' Qutside Line 754, 227, 3. 524, Total of 31,10 Miles of Kolob/Johns Valley {Surface and Subsurface)
of Public Road County Roads. County Roads . .
No Legal Description
B. 300' Public Bldg., 104, 104. 0 0 16 Cabin Sites (@ 6.5 ac. Kolob {Subsurface Only)
School, Church, or per site} T. 37 5., R. 10 W,
Public Park, or Sec. 5 NWi/4 NE1/4 - 4 cabins
Occupied Dwelling SW1/4 - 3 cabins
SW1/4 SE1/4 - 1 cabin
Sec. 8 SW1/4 SE1/4 - 1 cabin
Sec. 25 NE1/4 NE1/4 - 1 cabin (probable)
Sec. 27 NW1/4 NE1/4 - 1 cabin
T. 37 Sy Re 11 W,
Sec. 24 SK1/4 SW1/4 - 1 cabin
Sec. 25 N1/2 NE1/4 =~ 2 cabins
T. 38 5., R. 10 W,
Sec. 17 SW1/4 SE1/4 - 1 cabin
T. 38 S., R. 11 W,
Sec. 13 SW1/4 NE1/4 - 1 cabin

*Acres included: Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal Surface.
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Acres
Total Acres
(Sum of A1l

Criterion Coal Fields)

SUMMARY OF APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA

Coal Field*

Kolob
20,170 Ac.

Alton
920 Acres

Johns Valley
15,922 Acres

Comments

Legal Description

#4.

#5.

#6.

#7.

#8.

#9.

*Acres included:

Wilderness Areas or 0
Wilderness Study Areas

Scenic Federal Lands 0

Designated as Class 1
{VRM)

Federal Lands Under 0
Permit for Scientific
Studies

Districts, Sites, 0
Buildings, or Struc-

tures Which Are

Included or Eligible

for National Register

of Historic Places.

National Natural 0
Landmarks

Federally Designated
Critical Habitat and
Habitat Scientifically
Documented for T&E
Species

A. Utah Prairie Dog 1,140.16

Q

0

0

0

1,140.16

Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal Surface.

None

None

None

None Identified.
Note: No Surveys Have
Been Completed.

None Identifed.

Utah Prairie Dog (Scien=
tifically Documented
Habitat - Not Designated
Critical Habitat).

Johns Valley (Subsurface Only)

T. 33 S., R. 2 W.

Sec. 27 NW1/4 NE1/4 SW1/4, SW1/4 SW1/4 ( 70)

Sec. 28 E1/2 SE1/4, E1/2 W1/2, SEV/4
Sec. 33 E1/2 W1/2 NE1/4, E1/2 NE1/4
Sec. 34 NW1/4, SW1/4 NE1/4,

E1/2 NW1/4 SW1/4, NE1/4 SW1/4,
NE1/4 SW1/4 SW1/4, W1/2 SE1/A,

SEV/4 E1/4

(120)
(120)

(350)



SUMMARY OF APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA

Acres
Total Acres Coal Field*
(Sum of A1 Kolob Alton Johns Valley
Criterion Coal Fields) 20,170 Ac. 920 Acres 15,922 Acres Comments Legal Description
#9. A. Utah Prairie Dog T. 34 5., R, 2 W,
(Cont inued) Sec. 3 N1/2 NE1/4 (80.16)
Sec. 32 £1/2 SW1/4 NE1/4, SE1/4 NEV/4,
E1/2 W1/2 SE1/4, E1/2 SEV/4 (180)
Sec. 33 W1/2 NW1/4 SWi/4 ( 20)
T.355., R. 3 W.
Sec. 33 §1/2 SWi/4 { 80)
Sec. 32 E1/2 SE1/4 SEV/4 ( 20)
T. 36 S., R. 4 W.
Sec. 12 £1/2 NW1/4 NE1/4, W1/2 NE1/4  (100)
#10. Habitat Critical or 0 0 ?
Essential for Plant
fj or Animal Species
Listed by State as
Threatened or
Endangered
#11. Bald £agle or 80. 0 80. 0 Golden Eagle Nest Sites. Alton (Surface/Subsurface)
Golden Eaglie Nest 7 Nest Sites Identified. T. 38 S., R. 5 W,
Sites and Appro- Sec. 3 N1/2 sEV/4 ( 80)
priate Buffer Zone
#12. Bald and Golden 440, 0 0 440, yintering Bald Eagle Johns Yailey (Subsurface Only)
Eagle Roost and Concentration Areas. T. 33 S., R. 2 W,
Concentration Areas. Sec. 33 N1/2, NEV/4 SE1/4, SW1/4 SE1/4
Wintering Areas. SE1/4 SEV/4 (440)
#13. Falcon Nest Sites 0 0 0 0 None Identified.

*Acres included: Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal Surface.
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SUMMARY OF APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA

Acres
Total Acres Coal Field*
(Sum of AT Kolob Alton Johns Valley
Criterion Coal Fields) 20,170 Ac, 920 Acres 15,922 Acres Comment s Legal Description
#14. Federal Lands With None 0 0 0 None ldentified.
High Prigrity Habitat
for Migratory Bird
Species Considered
Important by Fish &
Wildlife
#15. High Priority For
Resident Species of
High Interest
A. Sage Grouse Strut- 970. 0 0 970. Sage Grouse Strutting Johns Valley (Subsurface Only)
ting Grounds Grounds Johns Valley Only. T. 34 5., R. 2 W,
(Not Determined if Stipula- Sec. 21 S$1/2 NE1/4 NE1/4, E1/2 SE1/4 KWl/4,
tions Could Be Attached to SW1/4 SE1/4 NW1/4, S1/2 NEY/4,
Mitigate Impacts ang Allow E1/2 SW1/4, W1/2 SEV/4 {290)
Leasing.) {Subsurface Sec. 22 SWl/4 NW1/3 { 40)
Ownership) Sec. 28 N1/2 N1/2 NEV/4 ( 40)
T. 35 5., R. 3w,
Sec. 20 NE1/4 NW1/4, SW1/4 NET/4,
NE1/4 SWi/4, W1/2 SE1/4,
W1/2 NEV/4 SE1/4,
W1/2 SEV/4 SEV/4 (240)
Sec. 29 NW1/4, W1/2 NE1/4, W1/2 NE1/4 NE1/4
Wi/2 SE1/4 NEY/4 (290)
Sec. 32 NW1/4 NW1/4, N1/2 NE1/4 NW1/4,
NW1/4 SW1/4 NwW1/4 { 70)
B. Critical Antelope 330 0 0 330 Critical Deer Winter Range. Johns Valley (Subsurface Onlv)
wWinter Range (Not Determined if Stipula- T. 33 S., R. 2 W,
tions Could be Attached to Sec. 2 S1/2 NEV/4 SE1/8,
Mitigate Impacts and Allow NE1/4 NE1/4 SEV1/4 ( 30)
Leasing) (Subsurface Sec. 8 S1/2 NWl/4, EV/2 (100}
Ownership) Sec. 11 SE1/4 SE1/4 { 40)
Sec. 12 SE1/4 NW1/4, W1/2 NW1/4 (120)
Sec. 14 NE1/4 NE1/4 ( 40)

*Acres included: Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal Surface.



SUMMARY OF APPLICATION OF COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA

Acres
Total Acres Coal Field*
(Sum of ANl Kolob Alton Johns Valley
Criterion Coal Fields) 20,170 Ac. 920 Acres 15,922 Acres Comments Legal Description
16, Riverine, Coastal, 1,500, Johns Valley (Subsurface Only)
and 100 Year Flood- T. 33S., R 24,
plains Sec. 21 S1/2 1/4
T. 35 S., R. 3 W.
Sec. 8 S1/2
Sec. 18 SE1/4
Sec. 19 SW1/4
Sec. 30 Wi/2 Wi/2
Sec. 36 E1/2 NW1/4, W1/2 NE1/4 SWi/4
T. 35S., R. 3 W,
Sec, 28 NW1/4 SW1/4
Sec. 32 S1/2, NE1/4, NWi/4
Sec. 33 N1/2 SW1/4
S T. 36 S., R. 4 W,
O Sec. 1 S1/2 hWl/4
Sec. 11 N1/2 NE1/4 NE1/4
Sec. 10 SE1/4
#17. Municipal Watersheds None 0 0 1] None ldentified.
#18. Mational Resource None Identified.
Waters Identified by
States and 1/4 Mile
Buffer Zone
#19. Alluvial Valley ... Inventory To Be Completed
Floors, Where Mining During Coal Tract
Would Preclude Farm- Delineation
ing and Lands Would
Damage Quantity and
Quality of Water
Systems That Supply
Water to Alluvial
Yalleys
#20. State Criteria
TOTALS 3,881,.62 382.46 83.00 3,416,156

*Acres included:

Private Surface/Federal Minerals; Federal Surface.

Mynsuitability criteria to be applied on 1,500 acres at future date during preliminary tract delineation.




C. Recreation

1. Objectives

Provide recreation opportunities under the Bureau's basic stewardship
responsibilities for unstructured, extensive types of recreation uses,
maximizing the visitor's freedom of choice. Continue to maintain important
recreational values in Federal ownership to insure this continued diversity of
recreation opportunities.

2. Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions in the recreation program are:

a. Manage the CBGA planning area as an Extensive Recreation
Management Area (ERMA), utilizing extensive, unstructured and custodial
management principles.

b. Place priority for management and maintenance of developed
recreation facilities at Rock Corral. Explore possibilities to transfer
facilities to local residents through Recreation and Public Purposes Act
authorities (with assurance of public access) or manage the area tnder a
cooperative management agreement for maintenance.

c. Develop an ORV Management Plan and designate public lands
as depicted on Recreation Map 1 into the following ORV categories by 1987:
Open, 1,023,700 and limited to existing roads and trails, 47,700, including
14,200 acres of crucial deer winter range in the Cedar Planning Unit (seasonal
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limitation between January 1 to April 30), 11,100 acres of crucial sage grouse
strutting grounds (seasonal limitation between March 15 to May 1), 4,400 acres
of nesting and roosting sites for bald and golden eagles (seasonal limitation
between February 15 and June 30), 3,900 acres of critical prairie dog habitat
(yearlong limitation), and 14,100 acres of riparian habitat (yearlong
limitation). '

d. Provide for the interpretation of the recreational
opportunities within the planning area emphasizing ORV use, rockhounding,
hiking, and sightseeing opportunities and values.

e. Maintain public access to fishing streams and important
recreation values including North Creek and Ranch Canyon Recreation Areas.

3. Rationale

Management actions, both Bureau and non-Bureau initiated, are not
currently causing resource conflicts with recreation opportunities. Current
and projected visitor use is not causing serious health or visitor safety
problems. The recreation resources, though significant locally, are not of
regional or national significance. Therefore, the administration of
recreation use can adequately be handled through the Bureau's basic
stewardship responsibilities under the Extensive Recreation Management Area

designation.

Currently, minor maintenance problems exist at Rock Corral, the only
developed recreation site in the planning area. Different strategies for
administration of the recreation use need to be explored with local residents
since the primary beneficiaries of that use are local residents of Minersville
and Milford. A cooperative maintenance and management agreement or transfer
of administrative control through R&PP needs to be explored to solve current
problems.

It is the Bureau's policy to designate all public lands for off-road
vehicle use. The designations reflect management concern over existing and
anticipated ORV use. Since most of the planning units are experiencing only
light use, the majority of the planning area will be designated as open.

Interpretive material, in the form of recreation user guides have proved
to be a cost effective management tool, where on-the-ground supervision will
be kept to a minimum. Informational material required in the administration

of ORVs would be identified in the ORV Implementation Plan.

There are currently no public lands which provide access to recreation
values identified for disposal, under provisions of Section 302 of FLPMA.
However, indemnity selections, State sales, and exchanges are permitted under
this plan. Legal access needs to be made a provision of any lands actions to
ensure continued access to fishing streams and recreation values.
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4. Plan Implementation

Management of the CBGA planning area as an Extensive Recreation Management
Area will begin with the adoption of the plan. Negotiations for a cooperative
management agreement or R&P will be initiated upon adoption of this plan.

The ORV implementation plan will be completed by 1987 and designations will be
implemented upon completion of the implementation plan. Interpretive material
will be an on-going program with priority being placed on providing a general

visitor's use guide and information on ORV designations. Periodic update will

be required.

5. Support and Program Coordination

Lands and minerals support would be required in processing an R&PP for
Rock Corral and -Ranch Canyon. Lands coordination would also be required in
processing quantity grants, sales, and exchanges to assure access is
maintained to areas having recreational values.

Program coordination will be required with the wildlife and watershed
programs in assessing the effects of the ORV limitation on riparian areas,
CDWR, Utah prairie dog sites, and raptor nesting areas.
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6. Recreation Plan Monitoring and Evaiuation
PROGRAM DECISIONS STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL
Recreation 1. Manage the CBGA Plan- 1. Identification of I.Recreation Assessment As status of recre-

ning Area as an Extensive SRMA will be based on

Recreation Management
Area (ERMA). Complete

additional planning on the

Mineral Mountains if the
status of the recreation
opportunities changes and
the identification of a

Special Recreation Manage-

ment Area is warranted.

2. Continue to provide
for the management and
maintenance of the fa-
cilities at Rock Corral.
Explore additional man-
agement agreements with
Milford on the adminis-
tration and maintenance
of the facilities.

3. Complete ORV Plan and
designate by 1987 public
lands into the following
ORV Categories: open,
1,023,700; limited to

existing roads and trails,

47,700 acres; and closed,
0 acres.

4. Provide informational
material.

5. Maintain public access
to important recreation
opportunities.

criteria in BLM Manual
8321.

2. Completion of a co-
operative management

plan or transfer of ad-
ministrative responsi-
bility through R&PP.

3. Completion of ORV
Plan and designation
order.

4. Completion of visi-
tor user guides and

ORV maps.

5. Assure compliance
in lands case involv-
ing transfer of public
lands.

narrative and evaluation
and analysis of criteria.

2. Recreation assessment
narrative, compliance
checks and use super-
vision.

3. Addressed in ORV imple-

mentation plan.

4. Evaluate and update as
status of recreation re-
source changes.

5. Review lands cases.

ation opportunities

change or at a mini-
mum of 5 years.

2. Maintenance com-
pliance completed
annually.

3. Addressed in ORV
implementation plan.

4. 10 years

5. Case-by-case
basis.
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7. Recreation Program Estimated Costs /. Twenty Year Funding Estimates

Measurement Years Total
Pianned Action Units 1-H 6-10 TT-15 16-20 Costs
1. Management ERMA Option A - Man- 1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR
agement as ERMA 21,750 21,750 21,750 21,750 87,000
Option B Manage-
ment as SRMA-Min-
eral
1. Planning 4 WM
11,600 11,600
2. Use Super- 3 WM/YR 3 WM.YR 3 WM/YR
vision 43,500 43,500 43,500 130, 500
2. Cooperative Manage-
ment Agreements (Rock
Corral)
Option A R&PP 2,900/1 WM
(4170) .5 WM/YR
Option B
1. Develop Cooperative Agreements 2,900
2. BLM Mainten- 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 5,800
ance
3. Improvements 3,300 3,300
4. Use Supervi- .5 WM/YR .5 WM/YR .5 WM/YR .5 WM/YR
sion 7,200 7,200 7,200 7,200 28,800
3. ORV Management
a. Planning 2 WM/5,800 5,800
b. Use Supervision .5 WM/YR .5 WM/YR .5 WM/YR .5 WM/YR
7,200 7,200 7,200 7,200 28, 800



6§

7. Recreation Program Estimated Costs /. Twenty Year Funding Estimates (Continued)

) o Measurement Years Total
Planned Action Units i-5 b-1U [T-15 16-20 Costs
4, Interpretive Materiai
a. Preparation 2 WM/5, 800 2 WM/5, 800 11,600
b. Printing 3,500 3,500 7,000
NOTE
5 Year Totals Planned Actions (Repre- $46,950 $28,950 $38,250 $28,950 $143,400

sents only Option A}

RV Represents current year dollars at $2,900 per work month.



D. Wildlife

1. Objectives

Manage wildlife habitat to favor a diversity of game and nongame species.
Provide forage for current big game numbers and prior stable or long-term
numbers in the future should populations increase and habitat improvement
occur. Improve habitat in poor condition on crucial deer winter range to
reduce depredation on private lands. Protect against the loss of crucial big
game habitat (see Wildlife Map 1) from encroachment by incompatible uses.
Improve riparian/fisheries habitat in areas currently in poor condition due to
livestock grazing practices. Avoid deterioration of riparian/fisheries
habitat currently in fair or good condition.

2. Management Actions, and Priorities

The major management decisions in the wildlife program are:
a. Big game will be provided 16,240 AUMs of forage in the

short term and up to 34,200 AUMs forage in the long term if big game numbers
jncrease to prior stable or long-term levels and habitat is improved.
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b. Seven Habitat Management Plans will be written and will
incliude the objectives of improving wildlife habitat condition from poor to
fair or good on: 1) 327,000 acres of the 820,000 acres of mule deer habitat;
2) 4,000 acres of the 20,100 acres of elk habitat; and 3) 142,800 acres of the
295,000 acres of antelope habitat. Approximately 8,200 acres of land
treatments will be implemented to improve crucial big game habitat.

Priorities for implementation and proposed management actions for each of the
Habitat Management Plans are found in Wildlife Table 1.

c. Additional studies of crucial deer winter range will be
conducted in cooperation with Utah Division of Wildlife Resources in the
Garfield Planning Unit. If additional areas are determined to contain crucial
winter range, appropriate resource protection actions will be taken (eg, o0il
and gas stipulations).

d. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources has identified the
Garfield Planning Unit as a potential antelope transplant area. BLM will
cooperate with UDWR in establishing a population goal in balance with habitat
availability. The actions will be fully addressed during the development of
the Garfield HMP.

e. Deterioration of riparian/fisheries habitat will be avoided
on 395 acres on 63.5 miles of stream currently identified in fair or good
condition. Riparian/fisheries habitat will be improved on 23 acres on 7
stream miles by restricting or eliminating livestock grazing. These areas are
included in 5 of the Habitat Management Plans. Priorities for the
implementation of actions to protect riparian/fisheries habitat are as
follows: ,

Planning Prior- Riparian Riaprian Stream Stream
Unit ity Stream Name Habitat Acres Habitat Miles Fish Species
Beaver 5 North Wildcat Creek Poor 0.0 Poor 0.5 ————
4 Ranch Canyon Poor 4.0 Fair 1.2 ———
1 Sevier River Poor 12.0 Poor 2.2 Brown Trout
6 Wildcat Creek Poor 0.0 Fair 1.3 ~———
Cedar 3  Murie Creek Poor 5.0 Poor 1.0 —
7  Shurtz Creek Poor 1.0 Poor 0.5 -_——
Garfield 2 Sevier River Poor 1.0 Fair 0.3 Brown Trout

7.0

3

3. Rationale

BLM is charged with managing wildlife habitat on public land to maintain
or improve species diversity and to protect threatened and endangered
species.

Currently forage requirements needed by big game populations have not been

officially established in some areas. This action will provide for a more
stable population in balance with the quality of the habitat.
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The development of Habitat Management Plans will direct management actions
toward reducing or eliminating resource conflicts. Through coordination with
other resource programs, some cost reduction would be realized.

Crucial big game winter range is an important component of big game
habitat. This habitat is identified as that portion of habitat that, if
eliminated, would significantly jeopardize the continued existence of the
herd. Land treatments proposed for this crucial winter range would remove
undesirable plant species and improve areas currently in an unfavorable
condition.

Modifying livestock grazing practices would allow for the health and vigor
of key wildlife forage plants to improve. Establishing grazing systems would
allow a periodic rest from domestic grazing pressure and allow for the
physiological needs of the plants to be met.

The BLM is charged through Executive Order 11990 with managing,
protecting, and improving wetlands (riparian/fisheries) habitat on public
lands. Numerous studies have shown that livestock grazing has a significant
negative impact to riparian habitat. Fencing has been shown to be the best
method for rapidly improving riparian habitat.

The priorities for developing Habitat Mangement Plans have been
established based on the significance of resource conflicts. Areas where
resource conflicts are most significant would receive first priority.

4, Plan Implementation

Following approval of the RMP seven wildlife habitat management plans will
be written. These plans will include detailed information concerning the
management objectives given in the summary of management objectives for each
HMP. Objectives for individual grazing allotments will be considered during
the implementation of these plans. Special emphasis will be placed on areas
such as crucial big game winter ranges or threatened or endangered species
should they occur. Land treatments, projects and developments are proposed
for completion over the long term.

These plans will include detailed information for riparian/fisheries
habitat concerning the methodology for protecting and improving the areas
jdentified in Wildlife Table 1. Special emphasis will be placed on those
streams which contain fish or are capable of supporting a fishery.

5.  Suppport Needs and Program Coordination

In order to implement the proposed habitat management plans and the
protection of riparian/fisheries habitat several support needs and assistance
by other resource programs will be needed. Clerical support will be necessary
during the development and writing phase of the HMPs prior to construction of
projects or developments. It will also be necessary to ensure that land

treatments or developments are not proposed for areas identified for lands
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disposal. Engineering and contracting support will be required for project
design and construction. Support will also be required from the minerals,
cultural, range, watershed, and visual resource programs prior to development
construction.

Coordination with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources will be required
during activitiy plan development, implementation of habitat improvement
projects, and habitat monitoring and yearly range evalutions. Coordination
and consultation will be required where proposed projects are adjacent to or
would affect U.S. Forest Service or State lands. Coordination with the range
program is essential where adjustments or modification of livestock management
may be necessary to meet objectives for both habitat management plans and
allotment management plans.
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6. Wildlife Plant Monitoring and Evaluation

DECISION

09

STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL
Monitoring wouid be accompliished by
the area biologist through:
WILDLIFE . Provide 16,240 AUMs nec- . Actions are prescribed to 1. Development of individual HMPs. Annual

essary for current big insure sufficient forage
game populations. is available for big game.

. Provide up to an addit- . See No. 1 above 2. Evaluate prescribed actions as Annual
ijonal 17,960 AUMs for actions to their effectiveness
prior stable or long- in meeting objectives.
term goals set by UDWR
if habit conditions im-
prove and forage becomes
available.

. Develop and implement . Actions are being pre- 3. Coordination with other resource Annual
Habitat Management Plans scribed through appropri- programs and UDWR.
to improve 327,000 acres ate programs (Soil, Range,
of mule deer habitat, and Wildlife) to improve
4,000 acres of elk habi- habitat condition as de-
tat and 142,800 acres of tailed in Table 2.
antelope habitat.

. Treat 8,200 acres of Actions are prescribed to 4. Tracking of progress will occur Annual
crucial deer winter range reduce competition for key through the AWP and progress re-
to improve habitat condi- forage species as detailed ports.
tion and provide addit- in Table 2.
ional forage.

. Initiate studies in . A Cooperative Management 5. AWP - progress report process. Annual

cooperation with UDWR to
verify crucial deer
winter range boundaries
in the Garfield Planning
Unit.

Agreement or Memorandum

of Understanding with UDWR

developed that establishes

the standards, methods, and
agency responsibilities.
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DECISION STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL

WILDLIFE 6. Cooperate with UDWR es- 6. A CMA or MOU with UDWR de- 6. AWP Progress Report process. Annual
(Continued) tablishing a population veloped that establishes
of antelope in the Gar- the standards, levels, con-
field Planning Planning ditions, agency involvement,
Unit. Population levels etc. for antelope transplant
will be determined by program. CMA or MOU incor-
habitat availability. porated into Garfield HMP.
RIPARIAN 7.a. Avoid deterioration of 7.a.HMPs are being developed 7. Monitoring would be accom- Annual
395 acres on 63.5 miles including riparian. plished by the Area Biologist
of stream identified as through:
being in fair or good
riparian/fisheries habi- Development of HMPs.

tat condition.
Coordination with other resource

7.b Improve 23 acres on 7/ 7.b.Actions are being pre- programs.
miles of stream condi- scribed to improve habi-
tion riparian habitat tat condition as described Evaluate actions as to their
by restricting or elim- in Wildlife Table 1. effectiveness in meeting es-
inating livestock graz- tablished objectives.

ing.
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7. Wildlife Program Estimated Costs

DECISIONS
PLANNED ACTIONS ADDITIONAL ACTIONS YEARS
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 TOTAL
Provide forage for current Evaluate need for more I WM 1 WM 1 WM 1 WM $ 11,600
big game forage 2,900 2,900 2,900 2,900
Write and impliement seven Write HMPs 3 WM/ HMP 60, 900
Habitat Management Plans 4.2 WM/YR
21 WM Total
$60,900
Implementation and 1 WM/YR/HMP 1 WM/YR/HMP 1 WM/YR/HMP 1 WM/YR/HMP  $223,300
Monitoring 2 WM 25 WM 25 WM 25 WM
5,800 72,500 72,500 72,500
Develop 8,200 acres of 1025/ year 1,230/yr. $208,785
of land treatment (2) years 6,1250 acres
2,050 acres Total Cost -
Cost-$52,196 $156,589
Improve by protecting Protect 7 miles of stream 3.5 miles 10.5 miles 33,600
23 acres of riparian or 14.0 miles of fence. fenced fence
habitat by fencing. Cost-$8, 400 Cost-$25,200
Evaluation Include in
HMP Cost
TOTAL $538,185



WILDLIFE TABLE 1
WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT AND OBJECTIONS, ACTIONS, AND PRIORITIES

PRIORITY 1
Buckskin Habitat Management Plan Objectives

1. Improve big game habitat condition from poor to fair or better on 5,456 acres with
vegetation treatments that are designed to increase key forage species density and vigor on
the following allotments.

Allotment Acres of Treatment
Bone Hollow 256
Lee Spring 1,460
North Creek 2,040
Fremont 1,700
5,456

2. Reduce competition for key forage species on 36,895 acres and improve big game habitat
condition from poor to fair or better on 14,219 acres of the total of 81,273 acres that are in
poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the follow-
ing allotments:

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management .
Bone Hollow 12,105 3,77
Buckskin Mountain 5,588 969 ;
Lee Spring 14,583 8,156 ;
Pine Cr./Indian Cr. 4,619 1,323 !

36,895 14,219

3. Maintain current fair or good riparian habitat condition on 12 acres and/or 1.8 miles in
the following allotments:

Stream Allotment Maintain Improve
Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Cottonwood Canyon Bone Hollow 2.0/1.1
Indian Creek Pine Creek Indian Creek 5.0/0.8
North Wildcat Creek Pine Creek Indian Creek 0.0/0.5
Wildcat Creek Pine Creek Indian Creek 5.0/1.2 0.0/1.3
12.0/3.1 0 0/1.8
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES

Buckskin HiP

Proposed Changes in Existing
Management Practices of Wild-

1ife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres W/  Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish.
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Bear Creek M 3,423
Bone Hollow 1 X X X 9,002 256 3,771 12,105 2/1.1
Buckskin Mtn M 1,240 969 5,588
Fremont M X 33,218 1,700
Lee Spring I X X X X 14,096 1,460 8, 156 14,583
North Creek M X 8,524 2,040
Pine Creek/ 1 ‘ 4,539 1,323 4,619 10/2.0 0.0/1.8
Indian Creek
South Creek I X X X 479
Spry M 6,221
West Spring M 531

81,273 5,456 14,219 36,895 12/3.1 0.0/1.8



PRIORITY 2
TABLE 1 (Continued)
Antimony Habitat Management Plan Objectives
1. Improve big game habitat condition from poor to fair or better on 565 acres with vegeta-
tion treatments that are designed to increase key forage species density and vigor on the

following allotment:

Allotment Acres of Treatment
Johns Valley 565

2. Reduce competition for key forage species on 28,024 acres and improve big game habitat
condition from poor to fair or better on 21,240 acres of the total of 23,882 acres that are
in poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the
follow- ing allotments:

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management
Antimony Creek 2,976 1,296
Center Creek 2,026 -
Dry Wash 2,423 1,113
Johns Valley 5,392 3,479
Pine Creek 11,063 10,179
Poison Creek 2,12 1,486
Pole Canyon 1,12 2,982
Twitchell Ranch 920 705
28,024 21,240

3. Maintain current fair or good habitat condition on 6 acres and/or 2.8 miles in the
following allotments:

Stream Allotment Maintain Improve
East Fork Sevier East fork Sevier River 6.0/2.2
North Creek Center Creek 0.0/0.6
6.0/2.8
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEEY HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES

Proposed Changes in
Existing Management Practices

Ant imony HMP

of Wildiife Concern Acres B.G. Management  Acres W/  Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish.
Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve

Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Antimony Creek I X X 1,296 1,296 2,976
Antimony Ranch C 313
Center Creek 1 X X 444 2,026 6.0/2.8
Dry Wash I X X 1,285 1,113 2,423
Johns Valley M 3,479 565 3,479 5,392
Pine Creek I 10,179 10,179 11,063
Poison Creek I X X 3,080 1,486 2,112
Pole Canyon M 2,982 2,982 1,112
Twitchel) Ranch M 824 705 920

23,882 565 21,240 28,024 6.0/2.8



PRIORITY 3
TABLE 1 (Continued)
Garfield Habitat Management Plan Objectives
1. Reduce competition for key forage species on 33,073 acres and improve big game habitat
condition from poor to fair or better on 22,955 acres of the total of 48,211 acres that are in

poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the follow-
ing allotments:

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management
Big Flat 1,610
Fish Pond 1,717 -
Graveyard Hollow 1,235 -
Lime Kiln Creek 2,652 669
Limestone Canyon 252 49)
Mammoth Ridge 110 -
Marshall Canyon 202 202
Pole Canyon 3,378 -
Rock Canyon 3,184 1,268
Roller Mill - 1, 587
Sage Hen Hollow 3,847 1,605
Sandy Creek 806 2,654
Sanford Bench 2,697 8,434
Sevier River 2,019 -
South Canyon 7,746 1,175
Sunset Cliffs 1,618 -
Tebbs Hollow - 2,220
Three Mile Creek - 2,650
33,073 22,955

2. Improve riparian and fisheries habitat condition on 1 acre and/or 0.3 miles from poor to
fair or better habitat condition and maintain current fair or good habitat condition on 25
acres and/or 5 miles in the following allotments:

Stream Allotment Maintain Improve
Sevier River Minnie Creek 19.0/1.6
Sevier River Sevier River 1.0/0.3
Three-mile Creek Sandy Creek 1.0/0.5
Panguitch Creek Sawmill 0.0/0.1
Three-mile Creek Three-mile Creek 5.0/2.8
25.0/5.0 1.0/0.3
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES
Garfield HMP

Proposed Changes in
Existing Management Practices

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres W/  Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish.
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement  Comp. W/Conflict To Improve
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Asay Creek I X X 423
Big Flat 1 X X X 2,200 1,610
Fish Pond c 432 1,717
Gravel Bench I X X 764
Graveyard Hollow C 285 1,235
Hiilsdale M 179
Limekiln Creek I X X 3,72 . 669 2,652
Limestone Canyon C 1,093 49 252
Minnie Creek C ) 110 19/1.6
Marshall Canyon I X X 884 202 202
Minnie Creek 1 X X 192
Pipeline M
Poie Canyon c 3,378
Rock Cankyon M 1,268 1,268 3,184
Roller Mill C 1, 889 1,587
Roundy Canyon C
Sagehen Hollow M 1,605 1, 605 3,847
Sandy Creek 1 X X X 5,454 2,654 806 1.0/0,5
Sanford Bench I X X X 9,209 8,43¢ 2,697
Sawmill c 546 0.0/0.1
Sevier River 1 X X 348 : 2,019 1/0.3
Shearing Corral . 4,023
South Canyon I X X 7,196 1,175 7,746
Sunset Cliffs M 285 1,618
Tebbs Holiow I X X 3,573 2,220
Three-Mile Creek I X X 2,650 2,650 5/2.8

48,211 22,955 33,073 25.0/5.0 1.0/0.3



PRIORITY 4
TABLE 1 (Continued)
Bald Hills Habitat Management Plan Objectives
1. Reduce competition for key forage species on 49,745 acres and improve big game habitat
condition from poor to fair or better on 10,231 acres of the total of 59,728 acres that are

in poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the
following allotments:

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management
Bald Hills 3,688 0
Greenville Bench 1,579 285
Lowe 1,301 925
Minersville 1 23,453 1, 650
Minersville 5 11,334 7,37
Stewart 8,390 0

49,745 10,231
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES
Bald Hills HMP

Proposed Changes in
Existing Management Practices

of Wiidlife Concern Acres B.G. Management  Acres W/  Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish,
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Bald Hilis I X X X 1,739 3,688
Greenville Bench C 10,167 285 1,579
Long Hollow 1 X X - X 4
Lowe M 925 925 1,301
Minersville 1 1 X X X 15, 826 1, 650 23,453
Minersville 3 M 7,372
Minersville 4 I X X X 16, 13}
Minersville 5 1 X X X 8,512 1,371 11,334
Minersviile 6 I X X 128
Stewart 1 X X X 663 8,390
Yardley c

59,728 0 10,231 49,745 0 0



PKIORITY &
TABLE 1 (Continued)
Antelope Mountain Habitat Management Plan Objectives
1. Improve big game habitat condition from poor to fair or better on 1,000 acres with vegeta-
tion treatments that are designed to increase key forage species density and vigor on the

following allotments:

Allotment Acres of Treatment

New Harmony 1,000 acres

2. Reduce competition for key forage species on 38,582 acres and improve big game habitat
condition from poor to fair or better on 15,288 acres of the total of 33,413 acres that are in
poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practices in the follow-
ing allotments:

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management
Butte 3,259 6,993
Desert Mound 3,310 2,415
Dick Palmer Wash 2,614 1,045
Eight Mile Hills 3,827 69
Joel Spring 13,699 740
Lindsay Mine 115 -
Neck of the Desert 5,708 4,072
Pinto Creek 1, 936 14
Silver Peak 1,874 -

38,582 15,288

3. Improve riparian and fisheries habitat condition on .1 miles from poor to fair or better
habitat condition and maintain current fair or good habitat condition on 4 acres in the
following allotments:

Stream Allotment Maintain Improve
Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Little Pinto Creek Joel Spring 3.0/1.4
Duncan Creek New Harmony 1.0/0.6
Little Pinto Creek Reservoir 0.0/0.1
4,0/2.0 0.0/0.1
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES
Antelope Mountain

Proposed Changes in
Existing Management Practices

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres W/  Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish.
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement  Comp. W/Conflict To Improve
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles

Antelope C :
Antelope Spring M 274
Big Hollow I 995
Butte 1 X X 7,899 6,993 3,259
Desert Mound I X X X 2,767 2,415 3,310
Dick Palmer Wash I X X X 1,174 1,045 2,614
Dry Canyon I X X X
Eight Mile Hills M 584 69 3,827
Grove Creek C
Head Spring M
Hidden Spring 287
Iron Mountain C 29
Joel Spring I X X : 1,958 740 13,699 3.0/1.4
Kanarraville C
Kneli c
Lindsay Mine C 387 115
Lower Meadow c
Lund M 1,575
Neck of the 1 X X X 4,272 4,012 5,078

Desert .
New harmony i X X X 1, 064 1, 000 1.0/0.6
Pinto Creek c 14 14 1,936
Quichapa Creek I 0.0/2.1
Reservoir M 57
Rock Springs I X 331
Sand Ridge c
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TABLE 1 - Antelope Mountain (Continued)

Proposed Changes in
Existing Management Practices

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management  Acres W/  Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish.
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of  Hab. in Treatment Improvement  Comp. W/Conflict To Improve
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Sand Spring M 42
Sevy East c
Silver Peak 1 X X 142 . 1,874
Swett Hills I X 245
Three Peaks M 814
Truck Trail C
Tucker Point I 2,510
Lane 1 5,993
33,413 1, 000 15,288 38, 582 4.0/2.0 00/0.1




PRIORITY 6
TABLE 1 (Continued)
Escalante Desert Habitat Management Plan Objectives
1. Reduce competition for key forage species on 101,796 acres and improve big game habitat

from poor to fair or better on 39,875 acres of the total 80,611 acres that are in poor condi-
tion through the modification of current management practices in the following allotments:

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management
Adams Well 12,009 3,692
Bald Hills Little 1,850 795
Benson 24 225
Black Point - 4,005
Bulloch 4,546 4,561
Horse Hollow 2,671 1,290
Iron Springs : 3,261 1, 550
Jackrabbit 7,052 2,196
Jenson 1,673 ' -
Kane Spring 2,942 2,79
Leigh Livestock 4,981 3,043
Lizzies Hill 8,899 -
Long Hollow R 1,623 -
Lowe Jones 6,075 -
Meadow Spring - 83
Mine ‘ 109 -
Mortensen-Holyoak 5,538 5,520
Nada 7,615 ' 4,614
North Gap 4,639 -
Paragonah Cattle 5,160 -
Parowan Gap 7,326 -
Perkins 571 1,802
Salt Lake 4,173 1,439
Sherratt 210 -
Steer Hollow 775 -
Upper Horse Hollow 3,935 135
West Hills 3,119 -
White 1,018 -
Willow Springs - 2,134

101,796 39,875
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PROPOSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES

Escalante Desert HMP

Proposed Changes in
Existing Management Practices

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres W/  Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish.
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer  Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles

Adams Well I X X X 6,538 3,692 12,009
Bald Hills 1 X X 889 795 1,850

(Little) I 1,194 225 24
Benson C X X 1,531
Bergstrom I 4,306 4,005
Black Point c X
Braffits Creek I 5,103 4,561 4,548
Bullock c X
Crossroads 1 3,099
Desert c X X
East Lake C
Farm I
FiddlersCyn. Dr. 1 X X 855
Hole in the Wall M X X 1,509 1,290 2,67
Horse Hollow I 1, 626 1, 550 3,261
Iron Springs I X X 3,516 2,196 7,052
Jackrabbit I X X 747 1,673
Jenson I X X 2,904 2,791 2,942
Kane Spring M X X X 3,043 3,043 4, 981
Leigh Livestock M 3,953 8,899
Lizzies Hill 2,878 1,623
Long Hollow R. M 124 6,075
Lowe Jones c 895 83
Meadow Spring C 58 109
Mine I 7,126 5,520 5,538
Mortensen- c X X X 6,376 4,614 7,615

Holyoak
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Proposed Changes in
Existing Management Practices

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres W/  Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish.
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab., in Treatment Improvement  Comp. W/Conf Tict To Improve
Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Nada I 968
Nelson M X ni7
North Well 1 2,243 4,639
North Gas C X 8l
North Highway I 560 5,160
Paragonah Cattle I X X 2,203 7,326
Parowan Gap I X X X
Parowan Stake M 1,853 1, 802 571
Perkins 1 X X 3,325
Perry Weli M 469
Reed Leigh M 2,211
Rush Lake 1 X X X 1,439 1,439 4,173
Salt Lake [ X X 57 210
Sheratt C 1,833 775
Steer Hollow X X 752 135 3,935
Upper Horse M 237
Hollow
Urie M 290 3,119
West Hills C 2,134 2,134
Willow Springs I X X 239 1,018
White M

80,611 39,875 101,796



PRIORITY 7
TABLE 1 (Continued)
Parowan Habitat Management Plan Objectives
1. Improve big game habitat condition from poor to fair or better ‘on 1,135 acres through

vegetation treatments that are designed to increase key forage species density and vigor on
the following allotments.

Allotment Acres of Treatment
Dalley Canyon 200
Hamilton Fort 400
Hicks Creek 360
Kanarraville Unallotted 175

Total 1,135

2. Reduce competition for key forage species on 18,875 acres and improve big game habitat
condition from poor to fair or better on 3,735 acres of the total of 16,222 acres that are in
poor habitat condition through the modification of current management practice in the follow-
ing allotments:

Allotment Reduce Competition Improve Through Management

Dalley Canyon 254
Fenton 4,607 2,367
Fiddler's Canyon 4,808 631
Hamilton Fort 4,944 153
Hicks Creek 1,800 119
Lister Robinson 1,013 265
Order Canyon 133
Summit 929 200
Webster Hill 387

18,875 3,735

3. Improve riparian habitat condition on 6 acres from poor to fair or better .and maintain
current fair or good condition habitat on the following allotment:

Stream Allotment Maintain Improve
Acres/Miles Acres/Miles

Shurtz Creek Hamilton 0.0/0.2

Shurtz Creek Hicks Creek 1.0/0.3

Murie Creek Unallotted 5.0/1.3

6.0/1.8
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
PROPQSED ACTIONS TO MEET HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES

Escalante Desert HMP

Proposed Changes in
Existing Management Practices

of Wildiife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres W/  Rip./Fish, Rip./Fish.
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement Comp. W/Conflict To Improve
Cat., of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Cave M 295
Cedar City
Unallotted
Dalley Cankyon C 1,410 200 254
Dry Lakes c 58
East Fork
Fenton c 2,994 2,367 4,607
Fiddlers Canyon I X X 1,990 631 4,808
Graff Point C
Green Lake
Hamilton Fort 1 X X X 1,557 400 153 4,944 0.0/0.2
Hicks Creek M N9 360 119 1,800 1.0/0.3
Hole in the Rock C
Hoosier Lake
Kanarra Mountain C
Kanarraville 302 175 5.0/1.3
Unaliotted
Last Chance I 788 265 1,013
Lister Robinson C X
Lower Summit Creek C
Main Creek C 133 133
Order Canyon M
P. Hill 4,729
Parowan Unalloted 180
South Highway 731
Spring Creek c 330 200 929
Summit c 129

Summit Highway C
Summit Mountain
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Proposed Changes in
Existing Management Practices

of Wildlife Concern Acres B.G. Management Acres W/  Rip./Fish. Rip./Fish.
Season Grazing Stocking Treatment of Hab. in Treatment Improvement  Comp. W/Conflict To Improve

Cat. of Use System Rates Crucial Deer Poor Cond. Acres Acres Forage Acres/Miles Acres/Miles
Summit Unallotted C
Sweetwater
Third House Flat C
Water Canyon 1 627 387
Webster Hill X X
West Fork

16,222 1,1351 3,735 18,875 6.0/1.8

pa




TASLE 1 (Continued)

Additional riparian protection will be included in the following HMPs currently implemented:

Marysvale - Circleville HMP

Stream » Allotment Improve
T Acres/Miles
Sevier River Circleville Canyon 12.0/2.2 Miles

Mineral Range HMP

Riparian to improve:

Stream Allotment Improve
Acres/Miles
Ranch Canyon Mineral Range 4,0/1.2
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E. Soil, water, air

1. Objectives

Improve watershed conditions on areas identified with significant erosion
condition problems and on other sensitive watershed areas (riparian areas).
Avoid the deterioration of or improve watershed condition on all other Federal
lands.

Assure an adequate supply of water for existing and proposed Bureau
management activities. Ensure production of quality water as required by
State and Federal legislative acts and regulations for onsite and downstream
users. Coordinate with the proper local, State, and Federal authorities on
water-related issues.

Assure compliance with the Clean Air Act.
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2. Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions in the Soil, Water, and Air program are:

a. Retain PL 566 withdrawals in public ownership and continue
to monitor withdrawal areas for satisfactory watershed conditions.

b. Prepare Watershed Management Plans for the Cedar, Beaver,
Garfield, and Antimony planning units. The management plans will provide for
assessments of current information regarding significant erosion areas, ground
water, surface water, floodplains, salinity, municipal watersheds, the
identification of data gaps, field inventories to verify existing data or fill
in data gaps, and a ranking or prioritization of problem areas for activity
planning purposes.

c. Cooperate and coordinate with local and State health
departments, and the Utah Water Pollution Control Committee in maintaining
water quality in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield and Antimony planning areas.

d. Maintain compliance with the Clean Air Act through
application of the NEPA process on a case-by-case basis.

Priority for implementing these actions are:

(1) Prepare Watershed Management Plans for the Cedar,
Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony planning units.

(2) The following items are of equal priority and are to
be integrated into the existing program in an orderly manner.

1) Retain PL 566 withdrawals in public ownership.

2) Cooperate and coordinate with Tocal and state
authority in maintaining water quality in the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and
Antimony planning areas.

3) Comply with the Clean Air Act.

3. Rationale

a. The Greens Lake PL 566 watershed project (completed in
1962) and the Minersville PL 566 watershed project (completed in 1966) were
established to prevent flooding of communities and agricultural areas by
diverting floodwaters. Records indicate that considerable time and money was
expended on these projects with favorable results. The physical structures
and vegetation treatments need to be maintained and periodically repaired to
maintain their effectiveness and reduce the risk of failure. The maintenance
of the projects could not be assured if these lands are not maintained in the
public trust.
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b.  An inventory specifically designed to identify existing
watershed and/or water quality problems was not conducted on the Cedar,
Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony planning area. Exisiting information on
erosion problems in the Cedar, Bever, Garfield, and Antimony planning units is
considered inadequate for activity planning purposes. Many potentially
serious erosion areas (such as those occurring on or near small perched
aguifers) may not be currently identified. Currently identified erosion areas
need to be examined further, and an effort made to identify currently existing
but undocumented erosion areas.

c. Cooperation with State and local agencies will enhance
efforts to comply with State and Federal legislative acts and regulations
while providing the Bureau with needed information for activity planning
purposes. In addition, this coordination of effort will reduce duplication of
effort, and will assist in identifying data gaps.

4., Plan Implementation

a. PL 566, Watersheds. Following implementation of the plan,
no further action is necessary except to monitor project and structure
conditions.

b. Watershed Management Plans

(1) Initiate a search of existing data pertaining to
significant erosion areas, ground water, surface water, floodplains, salinity,
and municipal watersheds to identify areas of significant resource problems or
where current data is insufficient for activity planning purposes.

(2) Field check existing data and fill-in data gaps
through additional field investigations.

(3) Rank or prioritize problem areas identified in order
of resource! values to be lost, for purposes of preparing watershed activity
plans.

c. Maintain monitoring activities, including monitoring
stations, if necessary, on public lands and continue to coordinate with local
and State health departments and the Water Pollution Control Committee.

d. Continue current mitigation for water quality concerns with
surface disturbing activities.

5. Support Needs and Program Coordination

a. Support Needs. Clerical support would be necessary during
the development phase of the Watershed Management Plans. Division of
Operations support would be necessary for design and construction of certain
projects, for contracting on some projects, and for the periodic upkeep of all
projects. Clearances for threatened and endangered species, mineral
resources, and archaeological values would require the support of those
respective resources.




b.  Program Coordination.

(1) Coordination with the wildlife with other Bureau
programs would be necessary to properly design some watershed projects.
Implementation of changes in grazing practices on identified areas would
require coordination with the range program.

(2) Coordination with local and State health departments
and the Utah Water Pollution Control Committee would be necessary to initiate
and maintain a proper water quality monitoring program. These same agencies
would need to be consulted in Bureau-initiated actions with potential effects
on water quality.
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6. Water, and Air Plans Monitoring and Evaluation

PROGRAM DECISIONS STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL

Water, 1. Retain PL 560 with- i. a. PL 5606 with- 1. a. Interaction wit 1. a. As needed.
drawals in public drawals are retained the Lands and Realty
ownership & continue in public ownership. Specialist.
to monitor withdrawal
areas for satisfactory
watershed conditions.
2. Prepare Watershed 2. a. A Watershed 2. a. Review by District 2.a. Annually until
Management Plans for the Management Plan is and State Watershed the plan is complet-
Cedar, Beaver, Garfield prepared for each Specialists. ed.

and Antimony planning

units. The management

plans will provide for
assessments of current
information regarding

significant erosion areas,
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water, floodplains,
salinity, municipal
watersheds. the identi-
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verify existing data

or fill in data gaps, and

va . g
a ranking or priorti-

zation of problem areas

for activity planning
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planning unit which:

1) directs a search
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of existing data to
identify areas of signi-

ficant erosion,
water concerns,
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plain concerns,

ground-

surface

fland
LI RV AV AY by
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ty concerns, and con-
cerns with municipal
watersheds; 2) directs
field investigations to
verify existing data and
to fill necessary data

nane in areac whove cia-
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nigicant resource pro-
blems are identified; and

3) rank or prioritize pro-

blem areas in accordance
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2.b. The Watershed Man-

agement Plans provide
direction for the devel-
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2.b. Determination made

by Area Manager, Dis-
trict and Area Water-

..... 2 mdom
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2.b. Every 5 years
after the Management
Plan is completed.
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6.

PROGRAM

Soil, Water, and Air Pians Monitoring and Evaluation (Continued)

DECISIONS

STANDARDS

METHOD

INTERVAL

3. Cooperate and coordin-
ate with local and State
health departments, and
the Utah Water Pollution
Control Committee in main-
taining water quality in
the Cedar, Beaver, Gar-
field, and Antimony
planning areas.

4, Comply with the Clean
Air Act through applica-
tion of the NEPA process
on a case-by-case basis.

prioritize individual
activity plan develop-
ment within each plan-
ning unit.

3.a Water quality
concerns on public
lands identified by
federal, State, and
iocal agencies are
incorporated in and
addressed by appro-
priate watershed
management plans.

3.b. Water quality
monitoring activities
cooperatively identi-
fied to be the respon-
sibility of the BLM
through MOU, CMA, or
other agreements are
incorporated in and
addressed by appro-
priate watershed plans.

3.c. Periodic coordin-

ation meetings with Fed-

eral, State, and local
agencies are held to
discuss water quality
concerns.

4. The NEPA process
is being appliied on
on a case-by-case
basis.

3. Input for the State
of Utah 305 B Water
Quality Report ‘and

the AWP Progress Report
process.

4. Review of EA by the
District Air Quality
Specialists. A report
is prepared discus-
sing progress.

3. Annually

4, Every 5 years
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7. Soil, Water, and Air Program Estimated Costs

PCANNED ACTIONS MEASUREMENT ONITS YEARS TOTAL
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20
1. Retain PL 566 withdrawals Monitor watershed condi- .1 WM .1 WM .1 WM .1 WM .4 WM
in public ownership & contin- tions every 5 years. 275 275 275 275 1,100
vue to monitor withdrawn areas
for satisfactory watershed
conditons.
2. Prepare Watershed Manage- a. Search of existing data. 4 WM -- - - 4 WM
ment Plans for Cedar, Beaver, 5,500 5,500
Garfield and Antimony Plan- b. Cooperation and coordin- 2 WM 2 WM 2 WM 2 WM 8 WM
ning units. ation with State and local 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 22,000
agencies.,
c. Field check existing 7 WM - -- - 7 WM
data & investigate sus- 19,250 19,250
pected erosion areas.
d. Identify management 5 WM - -- - 5 WM
& structures needed 13,750 13,750
(general).
e. Rank or prioritize 2 WM -- -- -- 2 WM
the erosion areas. 5,500 5,500
f. Write & implement 50 WM 50 WM 50 WM 150 WM
activity plans. s s 137,500 412,500
g. Structures & treatment. 150,000 150,000 150,000 450,000
Totals WM = 2,750
WM 20.1 52.1 52.1 52.1 176.4
Costs 55,275 143,275 143,275 143,275 485,100
Structures - Treatment 150, 000 150,000 150, 000 450,000
Jotal 55,275 293,275 293,275 293,275 935,100




F. Forestry

1. Objectives

a. Manage woodland stands to supply woodland products on a
sustained basis for fuelwood, posts, pinenuts, and Christmas trees at fair
market value.

b. Authorize harvest of woodland proudcts which approximates
the biological capability of the stands to replace its harvested trees.

C. Increase the accessibility to and within the woodland
stands to more fully utilize woodland stands.

2. Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions in the forestry program are:

a. Manage the woodland stands (Forestry Map 1) within Cedar
and Beaver Planning Units for the sustained production of woodland products.

Establish green wood cutting areas and provide additional access to and within
those areas. Continue to authorize harvest of posts, Christmas trees, and

pinenuts area-wide.

b. Complete a Woodland Management Plan for Cedar and Beaver
Planning Units. The Woodland Management Plan will identify needed access,
establishment of green cutting areas, levels of harvest, use supervision, plan
implementation, funding requirements, interpretive needs, and will supply an
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orderly schedule to provide for harvest of woodland products. An
Environmental assessment would be prepared for the activity plan and cover
impacts of harvest so EAs would not be required for each sale.

c. Continue to authorize the sale of fuelwood and posts
through the EA process within Antimony and Garfield Planning Units. Dead and
downed wood will be sold area-wide and harvest of green fuelwood will be
limited to green cutting areas to be established on a case-by-case basis as
needed.

d. Prohibit commercial sales of all fuelwood within green wood
cutting areas in Cedar and Beaver Planning Units and limit cutting of oak to
10 cords per family per year. Expand the oak green cutting area to include
all of the oak or public Tands between Crater Knoll and the Ranch Exit on
I1-15. Commercial cutting outside green cutting areas may be authorized to
achieve management objectives of other programs.

e. Allow the harvest of woodland species with an maximum
allowable harvest of 6,000 cords per year for the Cedar and Beaver planning
units. Reduce from the maximum allowable harvest by 10 cords per acre as
woodlands are taken out of the sustained yield base by land treatment
(chainings, burnings, etc.) to a minimum of 3,750 cords per year. Place
priority on salvaging woodland products before land treatments.

f. The following lands have been identified as important
riparian, wildlife habitat, and scenic areas where the value of the in-place
trees outweigh the value of the trees for forestry products and where no

cutting will be allowed.

(1). No Cutting of Deciduous Trees Within 100 Feet of
Riparian or Within VRM Class II Areas

(a) Wildcat Creek (60 Acres - T. 27 S., R. 7 W.,
secs. 23 and 26.

(b) South Fork/North Fork Creek (100 acres) - T. 28
S., R. 7 W., secs. 35 and 36.

(c) Cherry Creek (312 acres) - T. 30 S., R. 6 W.,
secs. 8 and 9.

(d) Birch Creek (100 acres) - T. 30 S., R. 6 W.,
secs. 8 and 9.

(e) Parowan Creek, First Left Hand Canyon (VRM II,
2,000 acres) - T. 34 S., R. 8 W., secs. 30 and 31; T. 34 S., R. 9 W., sec. 11,
14, and 15.

(f) Summit Creek (VRM Class II and Riparian, 200
acres) -~ T. 35 S., R. 9 W., secs. 6 and /.
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(g) Shurtz Creek (No Cutting of Deciduous Trees and
Ponderosa Pine, 60‘Acres) - T. 37 S., R. 11 W., secs. 9 and 10.

(2). No Cutting of Pinyon-Juniper Within Portions of
Crucial Deer Winter Range Important for Thermal Cover

(a) Parowan Front - T. 35 S., R. 10 W., secs. 9, 17,
19, 30, and 31.

3. Rationale

These woodland stands (Forestry Map 1) represent the lands with the best
potential for production of woodland products on a sustained yield basis.
Creating green wood cutting areas provides for administrative efficiency in
harvest and concentrates users in areas with the best woodland production.
Additonal access will enable wood cutters to more efficiently utilize woodland
stands where access is limited.

Woodland management plans are required to administer the harvest of
woodland proudcts. The plans would establish the harvest levels, access
needs, use supervision requirements, funding, and scheduling of harvest for
each of the green wood cutting areas. Additional woodland inventories would
also be identified. It is anticipated that one woodland management plan would
be required. Management of the woodland stands in the Garfield and Antimony
Planning Units was not an issue in the RMP/EIS, therefore, current
administration of the woodlands in those units will be continued.

The prohibition of commercial cutting will enable the private individual
to utilize those woodland stands most accessible to local population centers.
Commercial cutting is currently concentrated in the Pinyon Planning Unit.
Authorization for commercial cutting outside green wood cutting areas may be
authorized in order to achieve management objectives of other programs or
salvage wood before land treatments on a case-by-case basis. The quantity of
gamble oak remaining in the Crater Knoll area will not support commercial
harvest. The remaining oak and the additional scattered oak (east of current
cutting area) will only satisfy local non-commercial demand.

The limitation on the quantity of wood which will be authorized for
harvest is based upon the sustained production of existing stands. This
allowable harvest will be required to be reduced as woodlands are converted to
a non-pinyon juniper vegetation aspect, through the treatments.

The relative value of woodlands for wildlife, watershed and aesthetic
values outweights their value for woodland products on approximately 1,200
acres.

4, Plan Implementation

The identified management actions will be implemented upon approval of the
plan as follows: Action a, c, d, and e. The Woodland Management Plan
(management action b) will be completed within five years of RMP approval.
Additional actions, including establishing green cutting areas and
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identification of access needs, will be implemented upon approval of the
Woodland Management Plans. Individual activity plans will define resources of
the area, state activity specific objectives, specify planned actions,
coordinate various resource values, and establish harvest levels for each

cutting area.

5. Support and Program Coordination

Engineering support will be required for the design and construction of
access. Fire management support would be needed for management of wildfire.

Program coordination with the range, wildlife and watershed programs would
be required in establishing green wood cutting areas, salvage areas, types of
harvest methods, and planned results of harvest and mitigation requirements
for the activity plans.
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PROGRAM

6'

Forestry Pian Monitoring and Evaluation

DECISION

STANDARDS

METHOD

INTERVAL

FORESTRY 1. Manage woodland stands for

the sustained production of
woodland products. Continue to
establish greenwood cutting
areas and provide access to
and within cutting areas.

2. Complete woodland management
plans for Cedar & Beaver plan-
ing units identifying access
needs, levels of harvest, use
supervision, plan implementa-
tion, and funding needs.

3. Continue present management
of woodland stands in Antimony
and Garfield PUs.

4. Limit commercial sales and
harvest to areas identified
for land treatment, to sailvage
woodland products, to achieve
management objectives of other
programs.

5. Limit harvest of woodland
species with an maximum allow-
able harvest of 6,000 cords per
year. Reduce annual harvest

as appropriate, as sustained
yield base is reduced by land
treatment to a minimum of

3,750 cords per year. Limit
harvest of oak to i0 cords per
year per family.

6. Prohibit cutting of woodland
products within identified
riparian and wildlife habitat.

i. & 2. Completion of Wood- 1. & 2. Area Forestry Spec- 1. & 2. Review land treat-

land Management Plan, es-
tablishing green wood cut-
ting areas and harvest
limits.

3. Preparation of an En-
vironmental Assessment
prior to establishment

of green wood cutting areas

4,, 5., & 6. Do not auth-
orize commercial harvest

permits in green wood cut-
ting areas. Uo not issue
permits for harvest in ex-

cess of production capabili-

ties or in sensitive wild-
life or riparian areas.

ialist would establish
plan, review and evaluate
proposed land treatments,
prepare requests for road
construction, and review
permit data for compliance
for commercial and non-
commercial sales.

3. Normal NEPA process

4., 5., & 6. Review permit
and harvest data.

ment proposals annually.
Complete status report on
5 year basis.

3. Annually or as new
greenwood harvest areas
are established.

4. Annually
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7. Forestry Program Estimated Costs

PLANNED ACTIONS YEARS
1-5 6-10 - 11-15 16-20 TOTAL
1. Complete Woodland Management Plans 5 WM
11,000 11, 500
2. Plan Implementation
A. Use Authorization 3 WM/YR 3 WM/YR 3 WM/YR 3 WM/YR
33,000 33,000 33,000 33,000 132,000
B. Use Compliance 1 WM/YR 1 WM/YR 1 WM/YR 1 WM/YR
11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 44,000
C. Establish and Monitor Green Cutting Areas 1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR 1.5 WM/YR
16,500 16,500 16,500 16, 500 66,000
D. Establish New Access
1. Survey & Design 1.5 WM 1.5 WM 1.5 WM 1.5 WM 1.5 WM
3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 13,200
2. Construction $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $40,000
Totals $84, 800 $73,800 $73,800 $73,800 $306,200

1/ Represents current year dollars at $2200 per WM.




G. Range

1. Objectives

a. Reduce or eliminate rangeland resource problems on all
allotments identified for intensive management (Range Table 1 and Range Map 1)
while maintaining a production goal of approximately 60,000 AUMs of livestock
forage in the long term.

b. Maintain or improve current resource conditions on all
identified for maintenance of current management allotments (Range Table 2)
while permitting approximately 23,000 AUMs of livestock grazing use over the
long term.

c. Continue current management on all allotments identified
for custodial management (Range Table 3) while preventing further resource
deterioration.

2. Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions in the rangeland management program are:

a. Initiate management prescriptions affecting season of use,

grazing systems, and grazing use levels through formal grazing agreements,
decisions, or AMPs. These prescriptions will be applied on all allotments
jdentified as having one or more of the following characteristics to resolve
problems and conflicts and meet objectives as identified in Range Table 4

(Intensive Management Allotments):
. Present range conditon is unsatisfactory.

Allotments have moderate to high resource production potential and
are producing at low to moderate levels.
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Serious resource use conflict exist.

Opportunities exist for positive economic return from public
investments.

Present management appears unsatisfactory.
Other criteria appropriate to EIS area.

b.  Continue current management practices to maintain or
improve on resource conditions and to meet the objectives shown for the
allotments which have been identified in Range Table 5 as generally conforming
to the following characteristics (Maintain Management Allotments):

Present range condition is satisfactory.

Allotments have moderate or high resource production potential and
are producing near their potential (or trend is moving in that
direciton).

No serious resource use conflicts exist.

Opportunities may exist for positive economic return from public
investments.

. Present management appears satisfactory.

. Other criteria appropriate to the environmental impact statement
(EIS) area.

c. Continue current custodial management on all allotments
(shown in Range Table 3) which generally conform to the following criteria
(Custodial Managememt Allotments):

. Present range conditon is not a factor.

Allotments have low resource production potential and are producing
near their potential.

Limited resource - use conflicts may exist.

. Opportunities for positive economic return on public investment do
not exist or are constrained by technological or economic factors.

. Present management appears satisfactory or is the only logical
practice under existing resource conditions.

d. Priorities. These priorities are established as a ranking
of relative importance and, as such, each priority should not be considered as
preemptive of the next.

95



(1) Issue decisions to initiate rangeland monitoring
procedures on allotments where BLM data to support grazing use adjustment is
inconclusive or where grazing agreements cannot be reached through
negotiations. Following evaluation of monitoring results, obtain signed
grazing agreements or issue decisions if necessary for all allotments on which
negotiated grazing agreements were not obtained.

(2) Negotiate grazing agreements on allotments where
permittees agree to adjustments in stocking levels or where no change in
management is indicated.

(3) Write and implement formal grazing agreements and/or
AMPs within priority structures on allotments targeted for intensive
management (as shown in Range Table 6).

(4) Initiate rangeland monitoring procedures on all
allotments with negotiated grazing agreements in the following order:

1)  Improve management allotments as presented in
Table 1. -

2) Maintain management allotments.

3) Custodial management allotments as deemed
necessary.

3. Rationale

a. Initial investigations indicate that significant resource
problems requiring changes in current livestock management exist on the 75
allotments presented in Range Table 1. At present, intensive management of
these allotments appears to be the most practical method of improving resource
conditions.

b. On 40 allotments (identified in Range Table 2) current

resource conditions appear satisfactory and no serious resource conflicts have
been identified. Changes in current management practices do not appear
necessary at this time.

c. On 50 allotments (shown in Range Table 3) resource values
are low, and little economic return on public investments appears possible.
Present custodial management appears satisfactory, or is the only logical
practice under present resource conditions.

4. Plan Implementation

a. Issue decisions to initiate monitoring procedures on
allotments where BLM data is inconclusive or where grazing agreements cannot
be reached through negotiations. Obtain signed grazing agreements, or issue
decisions, if necessary, on all allotments on which negotiated grazing
agreements were not obtained.
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b. Negotiate grazing agreements on allotments where no change
in management is indicated or where permittees agree to adjustments in
stocking levels.

c. Write and implement AMPs on allotments targeted for
intensive management as shown in Range Table 1.

d. Initiate monitoring procedures on all allotments with
negotiated grazing agreements in the following order:

(1) Improve management allotments as presented in Range
Table 1.

(2) Maintain management allotments.

(3) Custodial management allotments as deemed necessary.

5. Support Needs and Program Coordination

a. Support Needs. Clerical support would be needed during the
development phase of AMPs and grazing agreements prior to implementaton.
Support will be needed from the soil, water, and air program for conducting
ground water and well site investigations on proposed well sites and spring
developments. Support will be needed for clearances for threatened and
endangered species, archaeological values, mineral resources, and soils
evaluations. for areas proposed for treatments or facilities. Division of
Operations support will be needed for designing projects, for construction
and/or installation, and for some contracting and maintenance purposes.

b. Program Coordination. Coordination with the wildlife and
watershed programs concerning placement and design of vegetation treatments,
management facilities, and management practices would be needed during the
development phase.
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PROGRAM

6. Range Pian Monit

DECISION

STANDARDS

METHOD

INTERVAL

Range 1.

Initiate management actions

along with allotment facili-
ties through grazing agree-

ments or AMPs to correct

wacnitwm~n ninnhl ems

Cl\lbl.lllg TEVUNLT pivuaIciiig
and meet objectives on
allotments as listed in
Range Tables 1 and 4.

Continue current management 2.
practices to maintain or
improve currently satisfact-

ory resource conditions and
to meet the listed obiectives

LU TS W Towllu Vg we s VoS

on those allotments which

have few existing resource
problems as shown in Range

Tables 2 and 5.

1. A) AMPs or formal graz-

ing agreements are being
written to modify ex-
isting management

A
nwmardirne

PiAaLLiILTO.

B) Management pre-
scribed is meeting
the objectives of the
nlam and Af +ha AMDe
pran anvy Ul LI N o

or grazing agreements

C) Implementation of in-
tensive grazing manage—
ment is ;uusuwiﬁg the
priorities established

in Range Table 6.

A) Grazing agreements
are being written to
reflect and maintain or

improve current grazing
nrarf1rp<,

B) Management prac-
tices are meeting the
objectives of the graz-

ina aaraamont and nf
ing agrlmeny ang O3

the plan.

A) Monitoring of re-
source conditions will
be accomplished through
monitoring procedures

enarifinad 3m Fha AMD
SPTL I ITU 1] Wi AP

or grazing agreement.

B) Evaluation of pro-
gress will occur as
noawed Mo

£ thao
part of the range-

land program summary

Monitoring of re-

source conditions wili
be accomplished under

monitoring procedures
cnpr1fpd in the graz-

ing agreement

1. A) Momitoring of re-

source conditions
would occur at the in-
tervals specified in

E 3N P S T L T Ve

the AMPs or grazing
agreements. (usually
on an annuaj basis).

B) Monitoring of AMPs

P N R T I T ey S

and grazing agreemernes
for compliance with
the plan would occur
every 5 years.

2. A) Monitoring of re-

source conditions would
occur at the intervals

specified in the graz-

1nn agranmonf

el ve

B) Same as 1 B)
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6. Range Plan Monitoring and Evaluation (Continued)

PROGRAM DECISION STANDARDS ME THOD INTERVAL
3. Continue current custodial 3. A) Grazing agreements 3. Same as 2 above. Review for compliance
management practices through are being written to with the plan would
grazing agreements on the reflect current grazing occur every 5 years.
allotments presented in practices.
Table 3.

B) Management practices
are meeting the objectives
of the grazing agreements
and do not promote the
deterioration of resources.
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7. Range Program Estimated Costs

PLANNED ACTIONS

MEASUREMENT UNITS

Issue decisions to initi-
ate monitoring procedures
on allotments where BLM
data are inconclusive, or
where grazing agreements
cannot be reached through
negotiations. Obtain
signed grazing agreements
or issue decisions, if
necessary, on all allot-
ments for which negotiated

agreements were not ini-

tially obtained.

Negotiate grazing agree-
ments on allotments where
no change in management

is indicated, or where
permittees agree to
changes in stocking rates.

Write & implement AMPs on
allotments targeted for
intensive grazing manage-
ment.

Initiate monitoring pro-
cedures on all allotments
on which negotiated graz-
ing agreements were first
obtained.

Approximately 25 decisions
@ 2 days/decision. Estab-
lish monitoring studies on
approximately 5 allotments
@ 5 days/allotment. Read
above studies @ 4 days ev-
ery 2 years.

Approximately 25 decisions
or grazing agreements @
5 days/agreement-decision.

Approximately 200 grazing
agreements @ 2 days/agree-
ment.

Approximately 76 AMPs @
30 days/AMP. 70,000
acres of treatments @

$28.60/acre.
Management facilities.

Establish monitoring
studies on approximately
110 allotments. Read
monitoring studies on:
Approximately 70 "i" man-
agement allotments every
2 years @ 4 days/reading

YEARS
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 TOTAL
4.25 WM .5 WM .5 WM .5 WM 5.75 WM
? : ? ) » $I5,525
6.25 WM 6.25 WM
, 376,875
20 WM 20 WM
$54, 000 $54,000
28.5 WM 28.5 WM 28.5 WM 28.5 WM 14 wm
$76,950 ~ $76,950 $76,950 $76, 950 s
$500, 000 $500, 000 $500, 000 $500, 000 $2,000, 000
$356, 000 $356, 000 $356, 000 $356, 000 $1.424.000
22.5 WM 22.5 WM 8.6 WM 8.6 WM 62.2 WM
$60, 750 $60, 750 $23,220 $23,220 $167,940
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TOTALS
Work Month costs

Treatments and facilities
costs.
Total Costs

($2,700/work month)

75.25 WM

$856, 000
$1,062,000

57.75 WM

$856,000
$1,011,925

37.6 WM

$856, 000

$957,520

37.6 WM

$1071,520

$856, 000

$957,520

208.2 WM
$562, 140

$3,424,000
$3,986,140



Planning Unit

RANGE TABLE 1
ALLOTMENTS IDENTIFIED FOR INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT

Allotment Name

Beaver

Cedar

Bald Hills
Bone Hollow
Cove

Dog Valley
Four Mile
Hawkins Wash
Lee Spring
Long Hollow
Milford Bench
Mineral Range
Minersville 1
Minersville 2
Minersville 4
Minersville 5
Minersville 6

Pine Creek Indian Cr.

South Creek
Steward

Whitaker

Adams Well

Bald Hills Little
Benson

Big Hollow

Black Point
Bullock

Butte

Desert

Desert Mound
Dick Palmer Wash
Dry Canyon
Fiddlers Canyon
Hamilton Fort
Hole in the Wall
Iron Springs
Jackrabbit
Jenson

Joel Spring

Kane Spring
Lister Robinson
Mortenson Holyoak
Neck of the Desert
Nelson

New Harmony
North Gap
Paragonah Cattle
Parowan Gap
Perkins
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Allotment Number

6109
5002
0810
0812
6121
5005
6110
6114
6119
6107
6101
6102
6104
6105
6106
6100
6116
6112
6118
5009
5012
5013
5015
5078
5016
5018
5020
5082
5021
5022
5025
5093
5029
5032
5033
5034
5035
5037
5099
5047
5049
5050
5159
5079
5052
5053
5055



RANGE TABLE 1 (Continued)

Planning Unit

Cedar

Garfield

Antimony

Allotment Name

Quichapa Creek
Rock Springs
Rush Lake

Salt Lake
Silver Peak
Steer Hollow
Swett Hills
Tucker Point
Webster Hill
Willow Spring
Zane

Asay Creek

Big Flat
Gravel Bench
Limekiln Creek
Marshall Canyon
Minnie Creek
Sandy Creek
Sanford Bench
Sevier River
South Canyon
Tebbs Hollow
Three Mile Creek
Antimony Creek
Center Creek
Dry Wash

Pine Creek
Poison Creek
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Allotment Number

5058
5061
5080
5062
5067
5081
5068
5071
5115
5076
5077
5043
5042
5029
5027
5040
5052
5028
5036
5044
5053
5051
6045
6047
6048
6051
6052



Planning Unit

Beaver

Cedar

Garfield

Antimony

RANGE TABLE 2

Allotment Name

Bear Creek
Buckskin Mountain
Circleville Canyon
Fremont

Gale

Hansen

Lowe

Minersville 3
North Creek

Spry

West Spring
Antelope Springs
Cave

Eight Mile Hills
Head Spring
Hicks Creek
Horse Hollow
Leigh Livestock
Lizzies Hill
Long Hollow R.
Lowe Jones

Lund

North Well

P. Hill

Parowan Stake
Perry Well

Reed Leigh
Reservoir

Sand Spring
Spring Creek
Three Peaks
Upper Horse Hollow
Urie

White

Hillsdale
Pipeline

Rock Canyon

Sage Hen Hollow
Sunset Cliffs
Johns Valley
Pole Canyon
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ALLOTMENTS IDENTIFIED TO MAINTAIN CURRENT MANAGEMENT

Allotment Number

5001
5003
0809
5004
6117
6120
6113
6103
6108
5007
5008
5011
5084
5024
5027
5094
5030
5039
5041
5042
5043
5135
5051
5104
5054
5056
5059
5060
5064
5107
5069
5072
5073
5075
5035
5039
5044
5045
5041
6050
6053



Planning Unit

Beaver

Cedar

RANGE TABLE 3

Allotment Name

Greenville Bench
Sevier

Yardley
Antelope
Bergstrom
Braffits Creek
Cross Roads
Dally Canyon
Dry lakes

East Fork

East Lake

Farm

Fenton

Graff Point
Green Lakes
Grove Creek
Hidden Spring
Hole in the Rock
Hoosier Lake
Iron Mountain
Kanarra Mountain
Kanarraville
Knell

Last Chance
Lindsay Mine
Lower Meadow
Lower Summit Creek
Main Creek
Meadow Spring
Mine

Nada

North Highway
Order Canyon
Pinto Creek

Sand Ridge

Sevy East
Sherratt

South Highway
Summit

Summit Highway
Summit Mountain
Sweetwater
Third House Flat
Truck Trail
Water Canyon
West Fork

West Hills
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ALLOTMENTS IDENTIFIED FOR CUSTODIAL MANAGEMENT

Allotment Number

6111
5006
6115
5010
5014
5083
5019
5086
5087
5088
5023
5089
5090
5091
5092
5026
5028
5095
5096
5031
5097
5036
5038
5098
5040
5044
5100
5101
5045
5046
5048
5102
5103
5057
5063
5065
5066
5105
5108
5109
5110
5113
5070
5114
5116
5074



RANGE TABLE 3 (Continued)

Planning Unit

Garfield

Antimony

Allotment Name

Fish Pond
Graveyard Hollow
Limestone Canyon
Mammoth Ridge
Pole Canyon
Roller Hill
Roundy Canyon
Sawmill

Antimony Ranch
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Aliotment Number

5037
5048
5046
5057
5038
5030
5041
5049
6046
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RANGE TABLE 4
RESOURCE PROBLEMS AND OBJECTIVES FOR INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: BALD HILLS ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6109 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE----cvecmcmmcccaaca- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION---e=c--emoaccmccccce e cccaccccmaee IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---sesccmcccecano-n PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-~==-w---- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
13% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-wec--me--ocecscaceemaana IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
51% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-w--=rvoeeceeeae REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: BONE HOLLOW ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5002 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT-=-=-cccmm-cwmccaaa—- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE---=--c--weceacaacan BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION==~+s===m=-memeemcmmccecccccccoacncaaee IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---==c---w--ucea-- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
60% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION--=v-~-wrccccceocnccaana IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
73% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION------we--ee--- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: COVE ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 0810 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE~-----e-eccmccocaem BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION====--c--=--mcemmcocccmmmnccrocronnns IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-=-=-ew-=comceaaa- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
39% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-----cv---ceo-- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
61% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-----meecmcceoceoccccnenm IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: DOG VALLEY ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 0812 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES

CRUCIAL B!G GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT-===ce=-e--ecc—ccaca- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--==-e-e=eorsecoomcccccncnonanonanan~ IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR=---=-=-coc-ceee-- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT------c--- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
46% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION~---ceeec--cem- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

46% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION--==-c--e-wmeccacmeeoaa- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
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RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

- - - - o e P o - - 4 . T e e D e - S . e Y e e T e e P B e S -

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: FOUR MILE ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6121 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-----eccccccccccccccc e e IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
60% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION------=c-c-cecem- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: HAWKINS WASH ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5005 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS 0BJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT~-e-e-eme-cccoaoaaana- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-~-=-------c-ccoeo-- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION=-===--c-eeomcmm—na e accncccnccnccnax IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-=-=--===c=c=coc--- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
45% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION---=----m-me-e- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
66% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------ooe-mmecccccmoaa—- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: LEE SPRING ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6110 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT-=--=----------ceeom- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--=-==--cccmmcocana- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--==--e-ececcocccmomcccomccrmnnnnanann IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-----c-oc-ccccanan PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
67% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION----=--=--=c-e- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
80% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION---=s=eecmcecccmcncanaam IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: LONG HOLLOW ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6114 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-===------ceec---- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
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RANGE TABLE 4 {CONTINUED)
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: MILFORD BENCH  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6119 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY 1S LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE----c-mccccccccmaaa BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-----c-coacccomno- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT--~-------CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
23% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION==---ceemeccccceananaaa" IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
96% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION---==e-ceaccaa- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: MINERAL RANGE  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6107 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT----ecemcmmccccccnea- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-e-~ccmemecccccnaa-- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WIiTH PRODUCTION
PHYSICOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FQR--~c--wcmewmmcano PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OFf PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---wvcon--- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
SOIL ERQOSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT=--=c-eccrmmmacccccccccncnca- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
504 OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION~e-=-ecesc-sccrcccmaanas IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
61% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-=-=--scccceaea- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: MINERSVILLE 2  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6102 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT==-=ce-ewcoccmcmacaan IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION==-cc-vcrorcmmacacroorceemmceccmmceann IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
41% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-~-ocmcemecocmmanmaaaaan IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
56% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITIQON-=-=~cece-eeen- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: MINERSVILLE 4  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6104 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE----c-m-ecocemmmacaa- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-~-c-emecammmcmccccecencammencce e ccan e IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIQLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-----=-cvecccccoa- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BXG GAME HABITAT--~-ccee-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
37% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-===w--eneeec=a REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
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RANGE TABLE 4 (Continued)

PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER  ALLOTMENT NAME: MINERSVILLE 5 ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6105 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION=-==mmcmmommmmmmmsmmmcmmcmcmcccceceoee IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-=-----=ccmceceeu- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT------me-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
20% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION===---=m===em--n REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
40% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-=====-mceamcccoocoaoa- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER  ALLOTMENT NAME: MINERSVILLE 6 ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6106 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-----=comcoccamamomn BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION===o==ccmoccmcccmmcommcmmccccccocncne- IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
71% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-----o-cc-cooe- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER  ALLOTMENT NAME: PINE CREEK INDIAALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6100 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS ' OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT----eemmmecmccccceann IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE----c-—cmcocmmmmoamn BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR----=---cmmcemnca- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
56% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------=-mmmmeseocacmcnee IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
64% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-==--s=cececeas REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER  ALLOTMENT NAME: SOUTH CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6116 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE------cocmcemmamaans BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-===-=cm=cccemecmcmo e meccmcmceenmen IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-----c--recesecac= PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS

21% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--========-o--- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
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“RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)
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PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: STEWART ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6112 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--=--c-ccmaccmcacaaa BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--=se=sccwcrmncccmncncccccencccrncnann IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-m--c--emcmmcmman. PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---==-==-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
PLANNING UNIT: BEAVER ALLOTMENT NAME: WHITAKER ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6118 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--~--o---n----------BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-~--=vecmcmccneane PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICGLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
58% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION--~-e-msmcccccconccacanans IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
774 OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION----e~-cmemcaaa- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: ADAMS MWELL ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5009 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--=--mee-ceccccaaaaa BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-=vcwcecmccmcummecmccccerac e cnaan IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR----c---vcoconven- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT----=-c--- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
30% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--==c-meececee- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
31% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION==-cccer-smmmcvcnnanancan IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: BALD HILLS LITTLALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5012 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FORw---ve-cwoccecee-- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---ew-ceee CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
487 OF RIG GAME HARITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION--e--cccmcmcccmcccaccnax IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: BENSON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5013 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-=---wececoccecccaea- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION

PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR--=m---c--eeoccmuan PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
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RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: BENSON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5013 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT=----n---- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
90% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-----c-=-ooooe- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: BIG HOLLOW ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5015 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-=m-mmc-ococmmoacoac- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION=----=mmmccmmmmammmcmamcmccommemeonnne IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS QF PLANTS ARE NQOT PROVIDED FOR-=ee=cecccmcccaeax PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT=--c-ceacmmamamoccmmooomaoae REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
46% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-=--c-cocecmnnn REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: BLACK POINT  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5078 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS : OBJECTIVES
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR--=--c-=commonmomc PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT--------—- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
24% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION=--====ssmceme- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
87% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-=---o=cmsmoommommnnanan IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: BULLOCK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5016 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-=-===cmmmmmmemcocomecmmeoooccamamome IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR--c---cccmmcmmnaaa PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRE SENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT=eccncaca- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
28% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-------n-=ncme- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
54% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-=-msememmscammmmmmmanan IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: BUTTE ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5018 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS ‘ OBJECTIVES
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR----=--=c=co-=onnn PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT----=-o-n- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
56% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION==----=ccmnmnom REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

64% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-~----=cecececcocconanas IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES



RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

€1l

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: DESERT ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5020 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE~~----meccccmcacacea- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR~e=--=vwomomeccan- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT--vw----=a CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
37% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION--==--semeccccccccancaa- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: DESERT MOUND ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5082 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-~e----emcceccnceanas BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR~==v--vee--aceena- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-==vv-ee-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT=--==-cereccecomme e ccccccae REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
62% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION----c--evccme-- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
72% OF BIG GAME HABIYAT IS IN POOR CONDITION=-==--ccccmecccmmnecncan IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES -
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: DICK PALMER WASHALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5021 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS 0BJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE---=-ereccoccennnamx BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-=--=m=mmecccrcccmccmaccccc oo IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-emc--w--eecocaaa- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT----=----- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
20% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-==w=-eeocmmaccccreaaaa- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: DRY CANYON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5022 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE---e=c-ccccccccracn0n BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---c-acc--c-coo--- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
19% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-----e-=c=e-oaa REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: FIDDLERS CANYON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5025 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS : OBJECTIVES

CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT-~---c-e--eoocaoaoaa- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE~=-=--~-n=coaaaccaas BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
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RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: HAMILTON FORT  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5093 CATEGORY: 1
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT===re--cecreoccccenwn IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE---we-cececcmomnanaas BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---=seceeme—e—ceea- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT----vve--- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
26% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION=--==e-eecccccmmcacncan- [MPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
41% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION----vee-eeew-o- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: HOLE IN THE WALLALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5029 CATEGORY: 1
PROBLEMS OBJOECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-=~--cemcccereccaan- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: HOLE IN THE WALLALLOTMENT

NUMBER: 5029 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR--=e-c-memmmmeaea- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT--=--oc---- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
86% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-=-==--=c--c==- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

- - . - = - - - -

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: IRON SPRINGS  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5032 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-----s-----cocemoee- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE WOT PROVIDED FOR----=====w---ce--- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
19% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------=------ REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
33% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION--------eo-oocomooooooo IMPROVE HABITAT QY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: JACKRABBIT ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5033 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE----=----co-oooeonan BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION==-cc e cme e e cccccmmeeee IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---=------ocsc-e-e PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---=c-m--- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT--mceccmcomcemoccacccanaaaaas REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
35% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--------~---coe REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
35% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION---=m----~cc-o-voono——o- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
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RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: JENSON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5034 CATEGORY: I
_ PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE----eecccomvecnnnana BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR--=m--e=--evm-awaa PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT--~--=v--- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
2% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION~--=-ece--ecmcccmccaaan IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
60% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION~----=---=ec--- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: JOEL SPRING ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5035 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-==wc-=cmec e e e IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR~---ws-ceccccanaa- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-----cew-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS

— 11% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-w---w--c-cecve—wecanan-n- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
= 32% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION~-----cer-caea- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: KANE SPRING ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5037 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--ee-vemcccceemccen- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR~-------- Smmmmm- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT------==-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
49% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-----=c--emee-canacennn" IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: LISTER ROBINSON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5099 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT--er--eee-—woeo—aaa-a- {MPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-=--=--=ceeco=an—- PROVIDE FOR LONG~TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
37% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-----v-=-ce~e——- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

44% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-=------cecccemcameoan— IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
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PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: MORTENSON HOLYOAALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5047 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-=-=--s=mmmmmemcmnan BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-==--=-=mm===m---x PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---m--=nn- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
45% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION----==----m-==mmmmmmmeee IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: NECK OF THE DESEALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5049 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE===--c--m=m=mmmmmmue BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHY SIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-------=mmmmmmnaa- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-em--mmnn- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
17% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--==m====mc=an- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
41% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION----=ec--cmsmemcaamaaaan IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: NELSON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5050 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-------cmmomommncan- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-----=-==-====nzn- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT------ce-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
100% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-==-=====mmmmmmmememeae IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: NEW HARMONY  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5159 CATEGORY: "1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT=--e--e-ccmmmanocmaue IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE---------=cocmo-oau- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-------=-==---=-- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: NEW HARMONY  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5159 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT--------—- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS

07% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION---=--e=-ccocmeem—eeaeee IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
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PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: NORTH GAP ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5079 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS ‘ 0BJECTIVES
PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR~-=evc-cecacmcaaa. PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-----e---- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
35% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION--w--=v-mcmcccrccrnccnna IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: PARAGONA CATTLE ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5052 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS 0BJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE----wv-eocemcacccnna BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-~-=wmeceeememcccccccaccccccc o cneae IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR----=e-cecc—eeanaaa- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICGLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-=-~---=eu- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
66% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION---w--e-vocoau- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: PAROWAN GAP ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5053 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS 0BJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-=-=w-ercccccccccaan BALANCE AUTHORIZED UYSE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-=====--ccc-cac-a- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-=-=w-=~-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
19% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-w-=-=c-ccmcomeccccaann IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: PERKINS ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5055 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--=-m-memo-ccaaaaaa" BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR----m--mecmmcaace- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
58% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-=-=~-==-==-=-c-- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
83% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-=w-=-m-cwcmcecccccamaun IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: QUICHAPA CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5058 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY 1S LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--=-ww-ccmecamcccwan BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-=-===-=v-ccccccam- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
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PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: ROCK SPRINGS  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5061 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE===-=menmemmmmaaaa- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--=wnmmmmmmmmemecceemmamemmmmmcacaccan IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHY SIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FQR=----=m-mmmmanenan PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-=--em---- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR . ALLOTMENT NAME: RUSH LAKE ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5080 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-=--=m-mmmmnun-nn ----BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHY SIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR =--m---=--eecemmen- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
70% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-=--===mmmmemmmmmmmmmeee IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: SALT LAKE ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5062 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--m---==-mcemmnmmmn- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---=wew--- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
25% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-=--==-mcmcen-n REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
25% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION===w=m=m=mmmmmmmmeeeaean IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: SILVER PEAK  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5067 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-=-==-m-=mmmmmemmmmmmmmcmccceeceeeae IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-===-=====-=====n- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
36% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--=-===-=m=mnn- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: STEER HOLLOW  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5081 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-----mmmmm=mmme=emmu- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-=-==-w=mme=menum= PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT=--mmmmma- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS

70% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION--====cescccccrcocaaa—0- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
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RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: SWETT HILLS ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5068 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION-=-mm=mccccemcmecececmcmeccccccccceaa- IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBRUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-<-=c-emcccccccaa- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-----=w--- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT--=---ceccccccccmcccccacc e REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
25% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION~-==mevecccaana REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: TUCKER POINT ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5071 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE----==-ncmnmmmomnaan BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--=---m==mmomommmcmamccmcococcmmeoaeee IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR----------------—- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---c-cma-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
45% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION-===-c-ccceaa-- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: WEBSTER HILL ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5115 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT----ceec-ccccccccaaa- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-----cecocmaccaaaa-- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-==c-comaceceaana- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT-~w---e--- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
55% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION----=--v-ccae-- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR  ALLOTMENT NAME: WILLOW SPRING  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5076 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS 0BJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE---cc-c-mmcmccccnne- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR~------~-=--===--- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT~-=---wn=-- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
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PLANNING UNIT: CEDAR ALLOTMENT NAME: ZANE

PROBLEMS

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--------
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---=---

ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5077 CATEGORY: I

OBJECTIVES

------------ BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
----------- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLCGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES CONFLICT WITH BIG GAME HABITAT---------- CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS

SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT--------ooommooen
90% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION---
99% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION-=======m-----

- T T - L A = D 6D e 8 e A . -

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: ASAY CREEK
PROBLEMS

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--------
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-------
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT------em=-coco-a-

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: BIG FLAT
PROBLEMS

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--------
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION=====-ssmvmmmmmmmmcmancoaae

- - T . . e > - = 4 S . e @ e e e A - -

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: BIG FLAT
PROBLEMS

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-------
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT---=emm-ococoomo-
62% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION---

- - - - - . . - % = e = D W e W N e e -

PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: GRAVEL BENCH
PROBLEMS

ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--------
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DI STRIBUTION==wmmmmmmmmmemecommmceaan

PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-------
40% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION---

------------ REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
------------ REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
----------- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES

- - - = - 0 AR = = AP A AR D R R A A e e A A - - - - - -

ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5043 CATEGORY: I

OBJECTIVES

------------ BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
----------- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICGLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
------------ REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER

ALLOTMENT NUMBER: .... CATEGORY: I

OBJECTIVES

------------ BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
------------ IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION

ALLOTMENT NUMBER: ... CATEGORY: I

OBJECTIVES

----------- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
------------ REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER

------------ REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5042 CATEGORY: I

OBJECTIVES

------------ BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
------------ IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION

----------- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
------------ REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
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PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: LIMEXILN CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5029 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-evw--comcvammcacaa- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
82% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION----v--mmeceow--- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: MARSHALL CANYON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5027 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-=--vec-cereccmcacn- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR--==e---er-ccee—a- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
100% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION------ccccccacmeomaaa—- IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
77% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION---ev---wcecuan REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: MINNIE CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5040 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE---==v--=ee-ccceaaam- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR----=--=cccccaae-m- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT-w=--cocmeommeccnrcccmccceeaee REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
50% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--=-====-woe--a REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: SANDY CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5052 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-w~w-==em-ecceen—- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYS{OLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT-w-==-=mec-semcmomacmcancanm- REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
65% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION---=------e---- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: SANFORD BENCH  ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5028 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE----=--=occccnaaaaox BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--=-===~we-ecr—cccccecccrccocccnncea IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---==--=mm=ceceo-- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMERT-----ccccmemomccccccccncreee REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
51% OF BIG GAME HABITAT IS IN POOR CONDITION--=w--=-eecccmcmwcomaam—" IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES

81% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--==w-==~-ca-mm REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
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RANGE TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)
PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: SEVIER RIVER ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5036 CATEGORY: 1
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--e---c-cmcmcmmaee BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION---===occmmccmrcmcmc e IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FORw----ccamcmccccem- PROVIDE FOR | ONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT--coccemcmcmcccmmmcccccn e REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: SOUTH CANYON ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5044 CATEGORY: I
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-=we~cccecccccccaaa- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION===-ccecmccmac e acmccccccccmcccccceeee IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR------ce—ccnccan- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT----=-c-ccaccccccamcccccccaaa REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: TEBBS HOLLOW ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5053 CATEGORY: 1
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--c--ocooo—ooo——--_-BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---=--cvwmcocaccax PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT--==-w-ccommmmacmcccmacceaee REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
90% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION---==--ccmcae-- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: GARFIELD ALLOTMENT NAME: THREE MILE CREEKALLOTMENT NUMBER: 5051 CATEGORY: I
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE-=c--ceomemeccccccaaa- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR----e-ccccacacaaaa PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOQLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
SOIL EROSION EXISTS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT-=--=ccecoccmcccmcnccccccaeas REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
99% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTUCK FORAGE CONDITION-=-=w-e-=cewa-- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTMENT NAME: ANTIMONY CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6045 CATEGORY: I
PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE~--c--ccccccccaaa- BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-=-cc-eccmmmmmmans PROVIDF FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIQLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
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PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTMENT NAME: CENTER CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6047 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS 0BJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT-==-=-m-e-cweec-aa--- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES ARE NECESSARY FOR QUALITY HABITAT--=---- CONTINUE PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
40% OF ALLOTMENT IS IN POOR LIVESTOCK FORAGE CONDITION--w-=c-=-ace-a- REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTMENT NAME: DRY WASH ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6048 CATEGORY: 1

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE--==c-ecemccccnccna BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR--===w-c--c--ee--- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTMENT NAME: PINE CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6051 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT~w--w-ecccmecocccaan" IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
IMPROPER LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION--v===mccmeorcmcocmercccmc o mcncneee e IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR-=----=c-ce-=—m---- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
PLANNING UNIT: ANTIMONY ALLOTMENT NAME: POISON CREEK ALLOTMENT NUMBER: 6052 CATEGORY: I

PROBLEMS OBJECTIVES
CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT OCCURS IN THE ALLOTMENT----mceececemmcecona- IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
ESTIMATED CAPACITY IS LESS THAN ACTIVE PREFERENCE------v-=cmocomecomm BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS ARE NOT PROVIDED FOR---===---cc-ce---- PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

PRE SENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES ARE NECESSARY FOR QUALITY HABITAT-----=- CONTINUE PRESENT MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
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RANGE TABLE 5
OBJECTIVES FOR MAINTAINING CURRENT MANAGEMENT CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

BEAVER BEAR CREEK 5001 M IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER

- - - - - - = = v P 4 A A R R D Y W e - P = 4B . T = T T A . - -

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

BEAVER BUCKSKIN MTN 5003 M CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

BEAVER CIRCLEVILLE CANYON 0809 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

BEAVER FREMONT 5004 M CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

- " o e o - o o T S b D S e 8 D D T e e 2 -

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

BEAVER GALE 6117 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES O
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
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RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)
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PLANNING UNIT
BEAVER
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PLANNING UNIT
BEAVER

ALLOTMENT NAME
HANSEN

ALLOTMENT NAME
LOWE

ALLOTMENT NAME
MINERSVILLE 3

ALLOTMENT NAME
MINERSVILLE 3

ALLOTMENT NAME
NORTH CREEK

ALLOTMENT NAME
SPRY

NUMBER
6113

NUMBER
6103

NUMBER
6108

NUMBER
5007

CATEGORY
M

CATEGORY

CATEGORY

CATEGORY

CATEGORY
M

OBJECTIVES
BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER

OBJECTIVES
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

OBJECTIVES
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES

OBJECTIVES
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

OBJECTIVES
BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
REDUCE AREA IN PQOOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

OBJECTIVES
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
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RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

BEAVER WE ST SPRING 5008 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSICGLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
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PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY 0BJECTIVES

CEDAR ANTELOPE SPRINGS 5011 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

- - - - . . - - - T G G % S o M @S %R - - - - - S - - - - - - - - .

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGOR OBJECTIVES
CEDAR CAVE 5084 M IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
» IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

- o . P T - - . - - v = ) W P G o D D T A e D S D T = - - - - - - -

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

CEDAR EIGHT MILE HILLS 5024 M CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOGLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

- - = " - > o o b o A s 05 6 P M . G A A R S S R S P B D e

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY 0BJECTIVES

CEDAR HEAD SPRING 5027 M

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

CEDAR HICKS CREEK 5094 M IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES

IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER
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RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)
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PLANNING UNIT
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CEDAR
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CEDAR
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PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR

ALLOTMENT NAME
HORSE HOLLOW

ALLOTMENT NAME
LEIGH LIVESTOCK

ALLOTMENT NAME
LIZZIES HILL

ALLOTMENT NAME
LONG HOLLOW R

ALLOTMENT NAMC
LOWE JONES

ALLOTMENT NAME
LUND

ALLOTMENT NAME
NORTE WELL

NUMBER
5039

NUMBER
5041

NUMBER
5042

NUMBER
5043

5135

CATEGORY

CATEGORY
M

CATEGORY

CATEGORY
M

CATEGORY
M

0BJECTIVES
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS

IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG~TERM PHYSIQLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

0BJECTIVES
BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

OBJECTIVES
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

OBJECTIVES
BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

OBJECTIVES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

0BJECTIVES
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

OBJECTIVES '
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES

PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
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RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR

- - - - S B 4 . . o S S b B A P S A M D D MR D R D R D D R R Y o T P Y - S P = T e = on e = -

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR

- = = > > o - - - o . A . - . e = e - D - " e o o e D e S Y Y W WP P T T W D W W = e - - —

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR
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CEDAR
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PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR

ALLOTMENT NAME
P HILL

ALLOTMENT NAME
PAROWAN STAKE

ALLOTMENT NAME
PERRY WELL

ALLOTMENT NAME

REED LEIGH

ALLOTMENT NAME
RESERVOIR

ALLOTMENT NAME
SAND SPRING

NUMBER
5054

NUMBER
5056

5059

NUMBER
5064

CATEGORY
M

CATEGORY

CATEGORY
M

CATEGORY
M

OBJECTIVES
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOGLOGI{CAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

OBJECTIVES
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

OBJECTIVES
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

OBJECTIVES
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES

OBJECTIVES
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

OBJECTIVES
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
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RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR
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PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

ALLOTMENT NAME
SPRING CREEK

ALLOTMENT NAME
THREE PEAKS

ALLOTMENT NAME

NUMBER

UPPER HORSE HOLLOW 5072

ALLOTMENT NAME
URIE

ALLOTMENT NAME
WHITE

ALLOTMENT NAME
HILLSDALE

5073

NUMBER
5035

CATEGORY
M

CATEGORY
M

CATEGORY
M

CATEGORY

CATEGORY
M

OBJECTIVES
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER

OBJECTIVES
BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

OBJECTIVES
IMPROVE HABITAT BY IMPROVING QUALITY OF KEY SPECIES
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIGLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER

OBJECTIVES
IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION

OBJECTIVES
BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO PROVIDE FOR BIG GAME NEEDS
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

OBJECTIVES
BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS
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RANGE TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)
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PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

GARFIELD PIPELINE 5039 M

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

GARFIELD ROCK CANYON 5044 M PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLGGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

REDUCE SSF BY INCREASING VEGETATION GROUND COVER

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES
GARFIELD SAGE HEN HOLLOW 5045 M IMPROVE LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

- - - . D T = D Y e e A - R - - - - - - 4 48 T o o s S e 4 € e D e e A A - -

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES
GARF IELD SUNSET CLIFFS 5041 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WITH PRODUCTION
PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM PHYSIOLOGICAL NEEDS OF PLANTS

- = = P o - - . > . - - U S R - D D D W W % W W S S S A = S A SR D R R T e D N e A e S - AL - - - - - - —

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES
ANTIMONY JOHNS VALLEY 6050 M BALANCE AUTHORIZED USE WiTH PRODUCTION
IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAMc HABITAT
REDUCE AREA IN POOR CONDITION BY IMPROVING KEY SPECIES

- = - - 7 > 48 o = = - - - S B D R e L S R o e e = - -

PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES
ANTIMONY POLE CANYON 6053 M
PLANNING UNIT ALLOTMENT NAME NUMBER CATEGORY OBJECTIVES

ANTIMONY TWITCHELL RANCH 6054 M IMPROVE OR MAINTAIN CRUCIAL BIG GAME HABITAT



RANGE TABLE 6

Priority of Allotments for AMP Development to Resolve Resource Conflicts

Bald Hills
Big Flat
Bone Hollow
Dry Wash

Desert

Dick Palmer Wash
Dog Valley
Fiddlers Canyon
Hawkins Wash

Adams Well
Gravel Bench
Hamilton Fort
Hole in the Wall

Priority 1

Four Mile

Lee Springs
Mineral Range
Minersville #1

Priority 2

Kane Springs
Lime Kiln Creek
Long Hollow
Marshall Canyon
Paragonah Cattle

Priority 3

Minersville #2
Minersville #5
Minersville #6
Mortensen-Holyoak

New Harmony

Pine Creek/Indian Creek
Poison Creek

Sandy Creek

Parowan Gap
Perkins
Sanford Bench
Steer Hollow
Whittaker
Zane

Salt Lake
Sevier River
South Creek
Tebbs Hollow

Jackrabbit Quichapa Creek Three Mile Creek
Jenson Rush Lake Tucker Point
Milford Bench Pine Creek Webster Hill
Priority 4
Antimony Creek Bullock Iron Springs North Gap
Asay Creek Butte Joel Spring Rock Springs
Bald Hills (Little Center Creek Lister Robinson Shearing Corral
Benson Cove Mammoth Ridge Silver Peak
Big Hollow Desert Mound Minersville #4 South Canyon
Black Point Dry Canyon Minnie Creek Stewart
Neck of the Swett Hills
Desert Willow Spring
Nelson
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H. Wild Horses

1. Objective

Manage the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd in accordance with the Wild
Horse and Burro Act, PL-92-195.

2. Management Actions and Priorities

The following are the major management decisions for the wild horse
program:

a. Manage the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd in the short
term to maintain the current viability of the herd while keeping the number of
animals between 15 and 30 head, pending completion of a HMAP. (This will
require the periodic removal of wild horses.)

b. Initiate and compile inventory/monitoring studies to more
precisely determine the following characteristics of the herd and its habitat:

(1) Accurate population numbers
(2) Age and sex ratios
(3) Social structure

(4) General physical conformation and condition of animals
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(5) Colt production

(6) General distribution of animals and seasonal
concentrations

(7) A1l water sources
(8) Forage utilization and range trend
(9) Updated herd unit boundaries

c. Prepare a Herd Management Area Plan (HMAP) to establish
long-term objectives and management actions for the Chloride Canyon Herd
Management Area (Wild Horse Map 1).

Priorities for these management actions are as foilows:

a Maintain the current viability of the Chloride Canyon
Wild Horse Herd pending completion of monitoring studies and the preparation
and adoption of a HMAP.

b. Initiate and complete inventory/monitoring studies of
the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd.

C. Prepare a HMAP for the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse
Herd.

3. Rationale

Current wild horse herd levels do not apear to be conflicting with
existing livestock and wildlife use levels at this time, according to existing
data. It is not currently known, however, what effect current use levels or
increases in levels of use by wild horses or livestock might have on the
existing habitat or on each other in the long term. Existing information
regarding the characteristics of the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd and its
habitat appears to be inadequate for use in formulating long-term objectives
and proposed managment actions for the herd.

4., Plan Implementation

a. A viable Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd will be maintained
at between 15 and 30 head pending completion of a herd management plan.

b. Inventory and monitoring study needs for determining herd
and habitat characteristics will be ascertained and a monitoring plan
initiated.

C. Inventory and monitoring results will be reviewed and a
HMAP prepared for the Chloride Wild Horse Herd.
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5. Support Needs and Program Coordination

Range, wildlife, and other resource programs administering the area
utilized by the Chloride Canyon Wild Horse Herd must be managed to provide the
protection for wild horses set forth in PL 92-195.

Coordination with the range and wildlife programs must occur for
management of the herd and its habitat. This will require close coordination
during the development phase of the HMAP.
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6. Wild Horses Pian Monitoring and Evaluation
PROGRAM DECISION STANDARDS METHOD INTERVAL
Wild Horse 1. Initiate and complete 1. A) A inventory moni- 1. Monitoring of resource Every 2 years until com-

monitoring studies to

determine characteristics
of the Chioride Canyon Herd.

2. Prepare a Herd Manage-
ment Area Plan (HMAP) to
establish long-term object-
ives and management actions
for Chloride Canyon Horse
Herd.

3. Prior to implementation
of the HMAP manage the
Chloride Canyon Horse
Herd (between 15 & 30 head)
to maintain a healthy herd.

toring plan identifying
existing resource condi-
tions and herd character-
jstics will be written.
8) Evaluate inventory/
monitoring results to
determine needs to be
addressed in the Herd
Management Plan.

2. A Herd Management Area
Plan will be developed

to establish herd unit
management objectives in-
cluding boundaries and
population numbers to

be managed for.

3. A viable herd of be-
tween 15 and 30 head of
horses is maintained
prior to implementation
of the HMAP.

conditions will be accom-
plished through monitor-
procedures as specified
in the monitoring plan.

pletion of the HMAP.

2. A) Monitoring of re-
source conditions will be
accompiished under monitor-
ing procedures specified

in the grazing agreements
for allotments concerned.

Monitored every 2 years.

3. The viability of the
herd will be assessed by
the Wild Horse Specialist

Every 2 years until com-
pletion of the HMAP.
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7. Wild Horse Program Estimated Costs

PLANNED ACTIONS MEASUREMENT UNITS YEARS
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 TOTAL
1. Initiate and complete Establishing and reading 5 WM 5 WM
inventory and monitoring monitoring studies at 1 12,500 12,500
studies to determine work month per year.

characteristics of the
Chloride Canyon Herd.

2. Prepare a Herd Manage- 1. Herd Management Area 1.5 WM 1.5 WM
ment Area Plan (HMAP) to Plan at 1 1/2 month. 3,750 . 750
establish long-term objec-

tives and management 2. Monitoring & manage- 5 WM 5 WM 5 WM 15 WM
actions for the Chloride  ment. 12,500 12,500 12,500 37,500
Canyon Horse Herd.

3. Prior to implement- Removal of the equivalent 20 Head 40 Head
ting the HMAP, manage the of 4 head of horses/ 6,000 12,000
Cloride Canyon Herd to year $300.00/head.

maintain a viable 15 to
30 head herd.

Totals 5 WM 6.5 WM 5 WM 5 WM 21.5 WM

12,500 6,250 12,500 12,500 53,750
Other Costs 6,000 12,000
Total Costs 18,500 16,250 12,500 12,500 65,750

WM = 2,500 WM
Cost



l. Fire
1. Objectives
To reduce losses, compliment resource management objectives and sustain
productivitiy of biological systems through fire management. Implement full
fire suppression on all public lands within the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and
Antimony Planning Units.

2. Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions for the fire management program are:

a. Fuls fire suppression will be carried out in all planning
units.

b. Complete a Beaver River Fire Plan (including Pinyon, Cedar,
and Beaver Planning Units) based on the existing plan for Pinyon Planning
Unit. Based upon additional analysis, consider the establishment of modified
and observation suppression areas based upon review of escape fire analysis,
post burn reports, fuel models, vegetation aspect, and other resource values
as appropriate for Cedar and Beaver Planning Units.

3. Rationale
Full fire suppression was prescribed for the planning areas due to the
high resource values, threat of loss of life, and damage to private and State

lands. Periodic review of resource values and past fire experience may lead
to the establishment of observation and modified suppression areas.

4. Plan Implementation

Full fire suppression will begin upon approval of the RMP. The Pinyon
Fire Plan will be combined with the Cedar and Beaver Planning Units to form
the Beaver River Fire Plan. The Beaver River Fire Plan will establish the
constraints and standards for fire management and establish the conditons for
preparing an "Escape Fire Analysis" within a full fire suppression area.
Prescribed fire plans will be required for the use of fire by other programs
to achieve resource objectives.

5.  Support Needs and Program Coordination

Support will be required within all resource programs in the development
of prescribed fire plans. Program coordination will be required with the
State Fire Control Officer and the U.S. Forest Service in implementing full
fire suppression. Prescribed burning will be required to comply with BLM
Manual Section 7723, "Air Quality Maintenance Requirements".
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PROGRAM

6. Fire Management Plan Monitoring and Evaluation

DECISION

STANDARDS

METHOD

INTERVAL

Fire
Mgmt.

1. Implement full fire suppres-
sion.

2. Compiete Beaver River Fire
Plan and provide for observation
or modified suppression areas
based upon additional analyses,
if warranted.

1. Employ full fire attack
procedures on all fires.

2. Completion of Beaver
River Fire Plan

1. Review of fire reports
and escape fire analyses.

2. Analyses of fire plans,
resource vajues, post fire
reports, fire history, and
escape fire analyses, and
make recommendations in
fire status report.

1. Annually

2. 5 years



7. Estimated Costs

Cost of fire suppressions is based upon fire occurrence, except where
prescribed fire is employed.
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J. Cultural Resources

:

PO (N D A

1. Objectives

Protect the cultural and historic values in the planning area from
accidental or intentional destruction and give special protection to high
value cultural and historic sites.

2. Management Actions and Priorities

The major management decisions for the cultural resources program are:

a. In accordance with law and policy, require cultural
resources clearances and mitigations on all projects involving surface
disturbing activities prior to construcion or development and provide maximum
protection to National Register sites at Parowan Gap and Wild Horse Obsidian
Quarry.

b. Complete a cultural resource inventory and map depicting
site densities and archeological values within the planning units. The map
will be used as a planning tool to identify avoidance areas and gauge
potential impacts to cultural resources before projects are proposed which may
affect cultural values.
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3. Rationale

The requirements for the protection of cultural resources are found in 36
CFR 800 and implement Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
and E.0. 11593. These requirements commit BLM to protect and preserve
cultural and historic resources.

To date, only a small portion of the planning units has been systematicaly
inventoried. A site density map would be used in project survey and design to

help locate planned projects in areas which would have the least impact on
cultural resources before expensive on-site clearances are completed. This
map would not be designed to replace the need for onsite investigations or

mitigation.

4, Plan Implementation

The requirements for cultural clearances are a matter of law and policy
and a continuing program. The RMP will not change existing management
practices.

Field inventories necessary for completion of the site density and
archeological value map will be initiated upon the approval of the RMP.

5. Support and Program Coordination

Cultural clearances are required as a component of all project approval
procedures. Program coordination is therefore required by all activities in
which projects are required to achieve other programs' management objectives.
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6. Cultural Resources Plan Monitoring and Evaluation

PROGRAM DECISION STANDARDS ME THOD INTERVAL

Cultural 1. Require cultural resource 1. Completion of clearances 1. Cuitural clearance 1. On a case-by-case
clearances and mitigation on before project approval and status reports evaluates Basis
all projects involving surface mitigation of adverse im- success of mitigation
disturbing activities. pacts by avoidance or sal- techniques.

vage where applicable.

2. Protect National Register 2. Maintain existing status 2. Status report 2. 5-year intervals
sites from surface disturbance of existing National Register
i sites and maintain a file of
potentially higher sites.

3. Complete inventory and site 3. Completion of site den- 3. N/A
density map to be used to de- sity map depicting high,.
termine avoidance areas. medium, and low sensitivity

areas.
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7. Cultural Resources Program Estimated Costs

It is estimated that 8 WMs ($19,200 at $2,400 per WM) will be required to
complete baseline surveys for archaeology in preparation of the site density
maps. Cost of clearances and application of mitigation is borne by the
benefiting activity.
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K. Visual Resources

1. Objectives

Plan, modify, and implement resource management activities in a manner
which will minimize impacts to visual resources. Apply special emphasis in
environmental assessment and project design to projects in the scene area
(foreground visual zone) in order to meet VRM objectives.

2. Management Actions and Priorities

Visual resource management classes are assigned within the CBGA planning
area as follows: VRM Class I, O acres; VRM Class II, 68,600 acres; VRM Class
III, 102,400 acres; VRM Class IV, 900,400 acres (Visual Resources Map 1).
Design and mitigate surface disturbing activities to meet VRM objectives where
possible. Priority will be given to maintain VRM objectives in the foreground
visual zone in VRM Class Il areas and every attempt will be made to meet those
VRM objectives through mitigation.-

3. Rationale

Visual quality is of concern in southwest Utah where major travel
corridors transect the planning area. The RMP places special emphasis on
preserving scenic quality along Interstate Highway 15 and along US-89 due to
the regionally high importance of these travel corridors for tourist access to
the national parks of the area. Of special concern are the VRM Class II lands
along the Parowan Front, Circleville Canyon, and the Mineral Mountains.

4, Implementation

A11 VRM objectives are effective upon approval of the RMP. Proposed
projects are to be evaluated to determine whether they are compatible with VRM
class objectives. Measures will be taken (i.e. design modifications, location

145



of structures, etc.) to mitigate adverse visual impacts. Importance of the
project versus the value of the visual resource will be analyzed before final
approval of the project and notice to proceed is authorized.

5.  Support Needs and Program Coordination

Support is required from the landscape architect in design of Bureau
initiated projects and a mitigation assessment on non-Bureau projects. Since
visual resource's management affects virtually every Bureau program,
coordination is required from all programs in which surface disturbing
activities are required to achieve program objectives. Special emphasis on
program coordination is required from the range, wildlife and watershed
programs in which significant acreage may be proposed for land treatment. The
lands and minerals program should also coordinate with the design staff on
non-Bureau initiated projects (oil and gas geothermal development, location of
gravel sales, rights-of-ways, etc.) for appropriate mitigation measures.
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7. Estimated Costs

Costs of mitigation of visual resources are borne by the benefitting
activity before projects are approved.
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Part Il - Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony
Environmental Impact Statement-Final

Chapter | - Introduction
A. Purpose and Need

The purpose of this Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final
Environmentai Impact Statement is to present what 2LM believes to be the best
management of the resources and land in the Cedar-3eaver-Garfield-Antimony
planning area. The proposed management actions in this document result from:
1) analysis of the four alternatives presented in the draft environmental
impact statement, 2) internal review of management prescriptions, and 3)
revisions resulting from public comment on the DEIS. The Proposed Resource
Management Plan provides a comprehensive framework within which resources will
be managed and land use allocations made on 1,071,400 acres of public land.

The plan provides both specific and general direction for resource
management, but does not describe all the specific actions needed for full
implementation. Some resource programs have proposed land use allocations or
production targets while in others, final allocations will be identified
during the life of the plan as time and funding permit. Such actions will be
provided through site specific plans and will be consistent with the
objectives and management actions presented in the RMP. These site specific
plans are called activity plans and will require further environmental
analysis following approval of the RMP.

1.1



The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) calls for an
interdisciplinary approach to making decisions on multiple resource management
based on issues. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) calls
for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on major Federal actions.
Development of an RMP is considered to be a major Federal action. The BLM
planning system incorporates FLPMA and NEPA requirements including public

participation. Proposed management for livestock grazing has been analyzed
and responds to agreements resulting from a 1973 lawsuit filed against BLM by

the Natural Resource Defense Council.

B. Planning Process Overview

The BLM Resource Management Planning Process consists of nine basic steps
(this document represents step 8). The planning steps described in the
regulations and used in preparing this plan are described below and are
graphically rummarized in Figure 1.1.

Step 1 - Identification of Issues

Identification of issues orients the planning process to .ianagement
problems and land use conflicts which are of the greatest importance to the
manager and interested publics. Aside from BLM managers and staff, input is
sought from the general public, interest groups, public land users, other
Federal agencies, State and local government officials, and Indian tribes.
Public participation activities are summarized in Chapter 6.

Step 2 - Development of Plannirg Criteria

Planning criteria are the standards and constraints identified by the

manager and interdisciplinary teams to guide development of resource
management decisions. They concentrate and focus on decision making,

analysis, and data collection. Planning criteria are based on law and policy,
local management constraints, inventory results, and public participation.

Step 3 - Inventory Data and Information Collection

As a result of Steps 1 and 2, inventory of relevant resource data is
planned and conducted. Issues and criteria help identify data requirements
for issue resolution. Where existing information is lacking, new inventories
are performed to collect needed data.

Step 4 - Analysis of the Management Situation

This step summarizes the facts and figures needed to develop
alternatives. Resource capabilities and demands are identified for the
present situation. Future demand is then identified, and an analysis is made
assessing the ability of the resource to meet that demand. Issues, planning
criteria, and inventory data are key elements in this analysis.
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Figure 1-1

STEPS IN THE
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS

{dentification of Issues, Concerns,
and Opportunities kY2

Completed
Development of Planning Criteria 3

’ Completed
Inventory Data and Information Collection

A resource management
4 . Completed . . plan shall be revised as
rrrrr 1 Analysis of the Management Situation necessary, based on mon-

itoring and evaluation
findings, new data, new
or revised policy and

changes in circumstances
affecting the entire plan
or major portions of the

Completed
Formulation of Alternatives

plan.

Completed
Estimation of Effects of Alternatives

We are Here

Selection of Resource Management Plan

2; Selection of Preferred Alternative

Monitoring and Evaluation

- Steps Requiring Public Participation
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Step 5 - Formulation of Alternatives

Alternatives identify a range of resource uses and management practices

which respond to the planning issues. The alternatives identified reflect
resource tradeoffs favoring commodity production on one extreme to
environmental protection on another.

Step 6 - Estimation of Effects of Alternatives

The environmental consequences of the alternatives are analyzed and
documented in this step. Documentation of impacts aids the decision maker and
the public in understanding the tradeoffs and change required by each
alternative and the relationships between alternatives. Consideration of
physical, biological, and economic impacts is used to select a preferred
alternative and later an RMP.

Step 7 - Selection of the Preferred Alternative

The decision maker selects a preferred alternative based upon a comparison
of the alternatives, their impacts, and their success at resolving the issue.
This document presents that alternative as Alternatiave 2, the Planning
Alternative. The final preferred alternative selected may be one of the
alternatives presented here or may be developed from the components of the
various alternatives.

Step 8 - Selection of the Resource Management Plan

Comments from the public, State, and other Federal agencies on the Draft
plan and environmental impact statement are evaluated. The existing analysis,
new information, workable alternatives not previously considered, or errors
brought to light through review and evaluation of the draft, become the base
for selecting the proposed RMP. The RMP and final EIS are published for
public review and a State and local planning consistency review. The public
ngcége]ggéernor are allowed to protest the planning decisions as outlined in

Step 9 - Monitoring and Evaluation of the Plan

This step includes the implementation of the final plan that has been
selected. It is in this step that site-specific activity plans are developed
to guide on-the-ground activities in meeting stated management plan
objectives. Monitoring provides the information for judging the effectiveness
of planning decisions and the ongoing utility of the plan. Where evaluations
determine the plan to be ineffective in meeting stated goals or where new
conditons change such goals, the plan can be modified through the planning
amendment process or through development of a new plan. Specific monitoring
intervals and evaluation standards are established by the plan.

C. Location and Description of the Planning Area

The Cedar-Beaver-Garfield-Antimony RMP area is located in southwestern

Utah. It is comprised of four separate planning units and is administered by
three resource areas (RA) (see Map 1.1): Beaver River RA (Cedar and Beaver
planning units), Kanab RA (Garfield planning unit), and the Escalante RA
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(Antimony planning unit). The planning area is bordered on the north by the
BLM Richfield District, on the south by the BLM Dixie Resource Area (Cedar
City District), on the east and south by the Dixie National Forest, on the
north and east by the Fishlake National Forest, and on the west by the BLM
Elko and Las Vegas Districts (Nevada).

The land ownership pattern is fragmented between state, private, and
federal lands. Public land administered by the BLM accounts for 1,071,400
acres in portions of Beaver, Iron, Garfield, and Kane Counties, Utah.

D. Description of the Issues, Planning Criteria, and How the Proposed
Plan Resolves the Planning Issues

1. Issues Addressed in the CBGA RMP/FEIS

Five issues were addressed in this document. These issues were identified

based upon the analysis of the interdisciplinary team, BLM management,
interagency consultation, and public input and are summarized below:

Issue 1 - Special Resource Protection Measures

This issue is comprised of the concerns for the protection of special
resources and the existing and potential limitations that such protections
would place on managerial options. Addressed under this issue are the
following resource values: riparian habitat, important soil, air, and water
values, crucial big game winter range, threatened or endangered species,
sensitive, status review, and protected species, visual resources, cultural
resources, wild horses, and critical sage grouse habitat.

Issue 2 - Lands Actions

This issue is comprised of the potential disposal of lands which meet
FLPMA criteria for disposal (difficult and uneconomic to manage or are needed
for community purposes) and the needs which have been identified for the
designation of corridors.

Issue 3 - Forage Management and Land Treatments

This issue is comprised of assessing what level of management intensity
should be proposed on public lands for forage production and what management
practices should be used. Primary among the management concerns addressed
are: improving livestock and wildlife forage condition, stocking rates,
seasons of use, treatment potential, and developments.

Issue 4 - Minerals

This issue is comprised of two major concerns. First, BLM is required by
policy to periodically reassess the continued applicability of o0il and gas
leasing categories through the planning process. The application of the
category system constitutes a land use allocation which has the potential of
affecting both 0il and gas discovery and development as well as sensitive
resources. In addition, since potential impacts from geothermal exploration
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and development are essentially the same as those for oil and gas, the leasing
category system would be extended to geothermal leasing. Second, in coal land
leasing it is required by regulation (43 CFR 3420.1-4) that potential coal
lands be assessed through a multi-step screening process which includes 1) a
call for coal resource information, 2) the application of coal unsuitability
criteria, 3) the application of multiple resource trade-offs, and 4) surface

owner consultations. ’

Issue 5 - Forestry

This issue results from a demand for woodlands products, principally
fuelwood, that exceeds the accessible supply. The current estimated annual
production is 6,300 cords per year. Of this amount only 1,900 cords (30
percent) are currently accessible. As such, the current and projected demand,
or harvest levels, are resulting in the long-term depletion of the available

woodlands resource in the Cedar and Beaver Planning Units.

A complete description of the planning issues may be found in the DEIS,
pages 1.5-1.9.

2. Planning Criteria

Planning criteria were developed and revised at several points during the
planning process to assure that planning analysis was focused on the issues,
that there was a guide for resource inventories, and to assist in the
formulation of alternatives and selection of a preferred alternative.

The various planning criteria used are described in the DEIS (pages
1.5-1.9). 1In addition to these criteria, one additional set of criteria were
used in the establishment of off-road vehicle designations, which was omitted
from the DEIS. These are described below:

a. The capability of soils and vegetation to withstand ORV use.
b.  The protection and impacts on other resources and users.
c. The consideration of the area for public safety.

d. Impacts on local populace.

e. Public demand for different kinds of ORV use.

3. How the Proposed Plan Resolves the Planning Issues

Special Resource Protection

Laws, regulations, and policies requiring the protection of special
resources would continue to be enforced. Measures would.be taken to provide
additional protection to riparian/fisheries habitat. Improved management and
treatments would be implemented to protect important soil and water resources,
and crucial big game winter range. Threatened, endangered, sensitive, status
review, and other protected plant and animal species would continue to receive
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protection under the law and application of special restrictions for o0il, gas,
and geothermal leasing and ORV use. Transplant programs leading to the
delisting of the Utah prairie dog would be continued. Crucial sage grouse
habitat associated with 22 active strutting grounds would continue to receive
protection from disturbance. Visual resources would receive protection
through the adoption of management objectives within the Visual Resources
Management system, with special emphasis on protecting the foreground visual
zone in VRM Class II Tands.

Lands Actions

Land disposals would be proposed on approximately 37,000 acres of
scattered public lands. An estimated 110 lineal miles for two major corridors
would be designated, subject to stipulations for protection of sensitive
resources.

Forage Management/Land Treatment

Intensive management (including specific grazing systems, seasons-of-use,
stocking rates, treatments, and facilities as determined through agreements or
Allotment Management Plans) would be proposed on 75 priority allotments.
Stocking rate adjustments would be based upon monitoring studies.

Minerals

Existing oil and gas leasing categories would be adjusted to relieve
over-protection on 38,000 acres and underprotection of sensitive resources on
34,100 acres. The adjusted oil and gas categories would also be applied to
geothermal leasing in order to relieve the disparity between these two leasing
systems and to provide a uniform set of protections for similarly affected

sensitive resources. Approximately 33,100 acres of coal lands would be made
available for further leasing consideration with special mitigation of surface

disturbances applied to reduce visual disturbance on 2,800 acres.

Forestry

Use authorization would be balanced with sustainable production at between

3,750 and 6,000 cords per year. Expansion of access and limitations on
commercial harvest in green cutting areas would allow additional utilization

of stands adjacent to population centers by private individuals.
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Chapter Il - Public Comments and Responses

A. Analysls and Review Procedures for Public Comments

A1l letters were reviewed to determine whether they presented sutstantive
comments requiring response. Comments that presented new data, questioned
facts or analyses, raised new questions or issues bearing directly upon
alternatives or environmental analysis were responded to. A total of 20
letters were received from interested citizens (5 commentors), organizations
or groups (3 commentors), State or local governments (2 commentors), and
Federal agencies (8 commentors). These 20 letters were divided into over 200
separate comments for which responses are made in this chapter. A11 comment
letters are reproducted verbatum below.

Each comment was assigned an index number, such as 14.2 (indicating letter
number 14, comment number 2). Each response to a comment was assigned a
corresponding index number identifying the comment responded to.

In general, topics of special public concern were with ACEC designation,
livestock administration, ORV use, application of coal unsuitability criteria,
protection of sensitive resources from oil, gas, and mineral activities, and
managing wildlife habitat. Many comments were duplicated by several
individuals. When this occurred comments were referenced to responses
supplying the appropriate information.

B. Comment Letters and Responses
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LEYTER No. 1

RESPONSES TO LEVVER No. _1

United States Department of the Inﬁé'_ﬁibr'_

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
SOUTHERN PAIUTE FIELD STATION

P.O. Box 986
N EEPLY RETERTO Cedar City, Uuh1wzo
Branch of Natural Resources (801) 386-1121

(801) 586-1121

M. S. Jensen, District Manager
Cedar City District Office
Bureau of Land Management

P.0. Box 724, 1579 North Main
Cedar City, UT 84720

Dear Mr. Jensen:

Reference is made to the Draft of the Environmental Impact Statement
for the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield and Antimony Resource Management Plan,
published in May of 1984.

Having reviewed the "Impact Statement”, in a general way, some comments
are provided as follows:

The report seems well written and covers the subject very well with
the alternatives given.

My main concern is that the proper alternatives be selected for the
resources and the proper management program expedited for those
alternatives.

1.1] The one thing that stands out is that alternatives on "Soil Resources"
be given the highest priority alternative and then proceed to expidite
those measures needed to provide that protection and use. This by all
definitions means planning for use and protection with use.

Soils and soil water will effect all other resource uses, planning and
protection of the timber, wildlife,” grazing and recreation use will all
be effected by soils as well as soils effecting those resources.

Some acres now grazed, should not be, because of the high danger and
probability of erosion of run-off on other lands downgrade.

Some land now in timber may well be made into good rangeland by a
conversion of land use. Many acres in the arid west have a high
potential range resource at elevations of 6,000 to 8,000 feet because
of the cooler temperatures and more precipitation than the lower
valley floors. These of course are some of the Mollisols soils.

A good grass cover (not overgrazed) will reduce run-off greater
than a poor stand of trees or wood vegetation.

l;l BLM recognizes the importance of the soil resource and its intimatle
relationship with other resources. Information to properly address the
important topic of where and how extensive soil erosion problems are in the
CBGA planning area is not currently available. As such, BLM is proposing to
gather this information and identify existing and potential erosion probiem
areas through Watershed Management Plans (see the S$Snil/Water/Air Program
Directives section of the CBGA Proposed Resource Management Plan [RMP]).




LETTER No.__1

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 1 .

In conclusion it's more than just choosing an alternative, but
it also means carrying out those best management practices which
are needed to fully implement those alternatives.

In no way should the authorities choose the present alternative
(do nothing) on soils. They should choose the highest priority
alternative on sotl, for it will effect all other uses and
alternatives selected for those resources.

Mining by either open-pit or underground will need access roads.
Roads will need to be built in proper locations and to prctect

the other facets of the environment. Exposed excavation, spoils
or tailings will increase run-off and erosion., Care must be taken
not to produce run~off which will be phvsically or chemically
harmful.

Special planning will be needed to restore the landscape to an
acceptable standard during the mining process as well as after
completion. This will include the need for planning of land use
and treatment after the primary alternative is decided. Some mining
lands may best become forests, recreation and others as grazing

or even permenent grass cover with grazing, this being wildlife as
Lwell as watershed protection,

Sincerely,

‘ ¢Mﬁ'ﬂ, z'._f'u
4 4 Natural Resource Speciali
e{//@—’@ " B

Dee C. Wilcox

cc: Dee C. Wilcox .
Branch of Realty: Environmental Section, PAO
Land Operation, PAO
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LETTER No. 2

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 2

~RERY

REFERTO LC_IS4A

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
LOWER COLORADOQ REGIONAL OFFICE

P.0.BOX 427
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005
JuL 2 e
Memorandum
To: Bistrict Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 444 South Main,

Cedar City, Utah 84720

From: Regional Director

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony Planning Area, Cedar City
District, Utah (your undated letter included in Subject

report )
We have reviewed the subject document and find no impact on Bureau of

Reclamation activities. We found no errors or deficiencies significant

enough to comment on,

No Comment Identified




LETTER No._3 _

RESPONSES T0 LETTER No. 3 __

July 8, 19%

T0: BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Beaver River Resource Area
Sher{dan Hansen, Area Manager

FRCM: Burton Land & Livestock
David M. Burton
83) E. Center
Farowan, Utah BLl61

Dear Mr. Hansen,

3.1 This letter concerns the peoposed Draft Enviromental Impact Statewent, specifical)
the disposal of isolated parcels of B.lL.M. land.

The parcel of land I wish to mention at this time is described as followss

T. 33 SR, 10 W
¥E bk SLU L Sec 24
5alt Lake Base and Mederian containing 40 acres.

This property should not be disposed of as it lles on a stock trail and provides
the only place in which we can hold over night while on this tratl.
The surrounding property is privately ovned and f{s being developed st this point in
the form of sub-divisions, which does not allow for trail stopping, which poses a
problen for us as this trail {s ess2ntisl for our gaining sccess to our summer Tanges s
¢ éur livestock.

Others who might be interested who use this trail are Caylen Bayles and Sherel
Lister,

1f this land is disposed of, T request flrst optlon to purchase the property
myself to fnsure us a staopping place on this trall.

1f 1 can provide further {nformation--please feel free to contact me.

Lo

Burton Land & Livestock

¥

3 This 40-acre parcel of public Yand is isolated from any other public
land by private ownership. The surrounding private land is being developed
for recreation summer homes. Because of its location and other
characteristics, the land is difficult and uneconomic to manage as part of the
public lands and is not suitable for management by another Federal department
or agency. Therefore, the subject parcel will continue to be listed for
disposal. In the process of such disposal, you and all adjeining land owners
and user groups will be contacted and given an opportunity to bid for the land.
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LETTER No. 4

RESPONSES TO LETTER No._4

RICHARD H TRRYAN. Gorvernor
JACK LEHMAN, Chstrman
ROBERT W BUGBLE. Vice Chatrman
JACK L STONEMHOCKER. Obector

STATE OF NEVADA FRANK M SCOTT. Member

LLOYD M TAGGARY, Memb
PRESTON Q HALE., Membe

g.’,U"‘. -

COLORADO RIVER COMMISSION
OF NEVADA
1515 E. Tropicana, Sulte 400
Las Vegas. Nevads 89158
{702) 739-1902

July 5, 1984

Mr. Forest Jensen

U. S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Cedar City District Office

1579 North Main

P. 0, Box 724

Cedar City, Utah 84720

Dear Mr. Jensen:

Thank you for sending us the Cedar-Beaver-Garfield-Antimony
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for review and comment.

Water quantity is recognized as an issue of great importance
in the western United States. In fact, the importance of
water will increase as the demands of human consumption,
industry, agriculture, recreation and wildlife compete for the
same resource. In this light, we are very concerned that your
document does not address the need for increasing water
production within the resource planning area.

As you may be aware, there are numerous management techniques
employed by many national forests and parks throughout the
west to enhance water runoff. The most successful of these
are vegetative treatments through coordination of patch
clearcuts in specific elevation zones. The size and
topographic position of the clearcut openings will affect
water yield increases; the Jlargest number of small clearcuts
will have the greatest opportunity for increasing water
runoff. Snow fencing has also been widely used to increase
runoff by augmenting the snowpack.

4.1 [We suggest that a specific management directive be included in
the resource management plan to increase the water yield
within the planning area. By enhancing surface water supply,
we will preserve groundwater resources while providing for the
snticipated increase in water demand, The benefits that will
accrue from increasing municipal, industrial and agricultural

@y

4. Management techniques do exist for increasing water runoff from
various vegetation types. However, recent literature (Hilbert, 1983)
indicates that little or no increase in water yield can be expected from the
dominant vegetation types present in this planning area, given the low
precipitation levels occurring in the area. Vegetation treatments and
management in this planning area will generally be directed to reduce peak
flow in the interest of reducing soil erosion. Additionally, it should be
noted that the vast majority of the planning area is within the Great Salt
Lake Drainage Basin and very 1ittle of the surface management activities would
affect downstream flows in the Colorado River Basin.




RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 4

LETTER No. 4 _
Mr. Ferest Jensen July 5, 1984
U. S. Department of the Interior Page 2

water sugplies should render this management directive readily
Justifiable.

Sincerely,

fek L Fomedochoe

ack L. Stonehocker
Director
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LETTER No._5__

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 5 _

5.

Chevron

A

Chevron USA Inc.
700 South Colorado Bivd.. ®. 0. Box 599, Denver, CO 80201

Richard T, Hughes

Sta'f Anatyst
Lagisiatve ard Reautarory Affaing

1

July 24, 1984

Mr, Jay Carlson

Bureau of Land Management
444 South Main

Cedar City, UT 84720

Dear Mr. Carlson:

As an oil and gas producer, Chevroa is interested in the approach BLM Resource

Management Plans to take in considering the oil and gas resource. While there
[Tmay be a number of wavs to consider oil and gas ia the planning process, wve
believe the most meaningf:l methods are those which first recognize the rslative
oil and gas potential and then consider that potestial in making surface use
decisions which might affect development of that potenctial.

The BLM Washington Office recently circulated to State Directors Program
Specifie Guidance for fluid mineral leasing input inte RMPS (Information
Bulletin 84-261 dated Junme 21, 1984)., While we do not believe this is a perfect
svystem, nor is aay systeam likely to be perfect, this system does incorporate the
concapts discussed above. Thus, we would encourage you to use this system in

Lzour final plan.

Sincerely,
(/' .
m/

RTH:md

Central Region — Exploration, Land and Producticn

5.1 The Information Bulletin (84-26) cited presents draft guidelines for
the imput of fluid minerals leasing considerations into the RMP plapning
process. These guidelines have not been directly incorporated in the
Cedar-Beaver-Garfield-Antimony RMP because this plan has been formulated under .
policy established by the Utah State Office in 1983, It should be noted, :
however, that the concerns you express have been incorporated in {his plan:
the relative oil and gas potential has been included in interdisciplinary
considerations and is described in the DEIS (3-11-14 and Appendix Minerals 2).
Additionally, where existing protective stipulations have been found to be
unnecessary to protect sensitive resources, they have been relaxed or removed
(see Minerals Proposed Plan and Errata Appendix, FEIS).
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L. Cordell Peterson

4332 South 1195 West #18D
Murray, UT 84123

August 3, 1984

Mr. Jay K, Carlson, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Beaver River Resource Area

414 South Main

Cedar City, UT 84720

RE: Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony Environmental
[mpact Statement/Resource Management Plan (Draft)
May 1984

Dear Mr. Carlson:

Under "multiple nse” wildlife should he afforded a respectable degree of
protection during critical life cycle periods to insure sustainable population
levels. As indicated by prior/long term stocking levels, the protection afforded
Big Jame has been of minimal concern, resulting in Big Game reduction by 54%.
Whereas, livestock production has taken top priority. Even today, the distrihution
bhetween livestock and wildlife populations is not consistent with a positive
wildlife restoration management program. Currently livestock stocking levels are
93% of estimated capacitv with approximately 69 allotments (39% of total allotments
in this EIS/RMP (draft) exceeding estimated capacity, whereas, Big Game is anly 46%
of estimated capacity. This disparity can only reflect a downgraded or stagnated
wildlife habitat management program.

Based ca a land treatment program designed to treat 410 acres per yecar of
critical Big Game winter range, habitat improvements designed to improve only 42%
of £NWR, and no improvements projected for CEWR and CAWR over the 20 year life

span of this E[S/RMP (draft),this draft reflects a Planning Alternative that

falls way short of an ongoing and productive wildlife restoratior program. In
additjon, AUM's for livestock is expected to increase 71% and Big Game AUM's are
expected to increase to prior/long term levels only if '"habitat {s available"

no such stipulation is placed on AUM attainment goals for livestack., This reflects
Big Game and wildlife associated with Big Game habitat improvements is again of
minor importance.

A major concern associated with the Beaver Planning Unit is that livestock
estimated capacity is exceeded by 10% ond elk stocking levels are at 11% of prior/
tong term levels., 1In this planning unit which reflects a drastic decline in elk
populitions, the following allotments which contain elk exceed estimated
livestock grazing capacity: Pine Creek Indian Creek exceeds estimated cattle grazis
capacity by 1705 and Scuth Creek by 18%  Unless such disparity is corrected or th
excess livestock grazing is allowed to perpetuate to other planning units, further
elk population levels as well as other Big Game population levels can he expected

6.1 Wildlife resources in general, and big game in particular, are of
concern to BLM. Based on the estimated livestock grazing capacity identified
during the recent inventory, an apparent overallocation of forage to livestock
currently exists on the allotments identified. A}l alternatives presented 1n
the DEIS, except the No Action alternative, propose adjusting the current
grazing levels to the carrying capacity of the range., It should be made
clear, however, that the estimated grazing capacity is an estimate, and
further monitoring of resource conditions may be necessary to more precisely
define the proper livestock grazing level on these allotments. Initial
adjustments in livestock grazing levels, {f determined necessary by
monitoring, must begin within 5 years of approvsl of the RWP,

Livestock will be allowed to utilize additiona) forage in the long-term only
if and when monitoring indicates such forage is available.

-
N
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further decline. TIn addition, a similar situation exists in the Antimony Planning
Unit: Antimony Creek allotment exceeds livestock estimated capacity by 122%.
Unless this sjtuation is corrected the elk can be expected to continue to decline
below the current 50% of prior/long term stocking level.

It appears that the majority of ranchers, through their own initiative or in
cooperation with BLM or because of economic necessity, have adjusted their stocking
levels to improve the efficiency of public range. This may, in effect, contribute
to the overall improvement of wildlife habitat for a long temm productive
commitment. However, unless all ranchers commit themselves to a strong range
restoration program, livestock, more specifically, wildlife objectives outlined
in the EIS/RMP (draft) will be nearly impossible to accomplish to the detriment
of the public at large.

In reviewing this EIS/RMP (draft) one major element in analyzing the effectiven
of a proprosed program is missing, This the Cedar City District proposed budget.
The final EIS should reflec- a budgetary breakdown hv percent of allocation by
category (i.e. land treatment budget allocation for:livestock and for wiidlife).
Even though dollar amounts allocated may change percents normally change very little
or change to an increased benefit for one program to the detriment of another.
Budgetary breakdowns are required by the public to make a realistic assessment of
management practices in attainment of a fair wildlife/livestock management
phitosophy.

Specific comments relating to the content of the EIS/RMP (draft) have been
formulated and will be submitted as part of the Utah Wilderness Association input,
I would appreciate being placed on the mailing list for any documentation relating
to this EIS/RMP (draft) and on the mailing Iist for distribution of the final
ELS/RMP,

Thank you for che opportunity to commént. Hopefully, a much broader réview
of wildlife requirements will be initiated and improvements in the Planning
Alternative will be reflected in the final EIS/RMP.

Cordially,

7 wu/’//%«: —~

L. Cordell Peterson

ce

Utah Wildlife Federation
Defenders of Wildlife

UYtah Wilderness Association

Elk were transplanted into the Fish Lake Nationa) Forest north of the CBGA
planning area in the 1920s. Some of the elk from this herd subsequently
migrated to ranges within the confines of the CBGA planning area in the
ensuing years. E1k numbers have been steadily increasing since they were
first observed. The long-term numbers for elk are a goal established by the
Utah Department of Wildlife Resources and are not based on a known carrying
capacity of a particular habitat. I1f elk numbers continue to increase, BLM
will allocate additional forage for their use as needed. As identified in the
Buckskin, Garfield, and Antimony HMPs (see Appendix Wildlife 1 of the DEIS)
and in Tables 4 and 5 of the proposed Rangeland Program Directives of the
Final EIS/RMP. BLM is committed to maintain gquality elk habitat.

plan are provided on an overall 20-year basis and on an average annual basis,
These cost estimates are further broken down on the basis of work month
(personnel and program) and capital outlay (on-the-ground expenditures on
projects or maintenance) costs. Estimates of direct revenues to the
government on a program basis are also provided for those programs in which
feesiare charged. As requested, percentage breakdowns are provided for all
entries.,

6.2 Refer to Table 1, Estimates of the costs to implement the proposed
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Qe gmeRio o QUEET RmeR g semghe e s

Costs (1) % Costs {2} 2 1 1 Costs 5 Costs. X
Nineraly 800,600 I8 -0~ [ 09,600 ? 2,94,00003) 38 25,480 " -0- [ pINT ? L2006
Ylsual Resources 55,000 2 -0- [ 58,000 ) -0 ° 2,900 ? -0+ ° 2,900 1 - L]
Satt/vaterfate w00 W 450,000 " 835,100 12 -0- ° 2,25 W 2,50 " W - [
Londs 1,000,000 29 18,000 - 1,028,000 13 9.700,00014} 17 50,400 2 00 - LI - ] 08,000 0
Wilelite/RIparian 95,00 22,388 [ IR -0- [ 1,79 [} 2. . 4,900 ? -6 2
Range 562,140 16 3,424,00013) a2 1,986,040 52 2,413,90060 w000 W 111,200 (3 w0 82 £ 1 A
Forestry PR ) 40,000 1 W§,700 4 12681507} 2 13,438 [] 7,000 ) 15,438 . $3,000 7
¥11d Horses 83,750 t 2,000 - 65,75 10,000(8) - 2,708 2 300 - 3,008 1 $00 .
Fire 88,000 2 F [} sa, 000 b -0- [ 2,90 H -0~ ° 2,000 [ -0 4
Culturst Resources 26,400 ) -0- ] 26,400 - -0 [ 1,020 [ -0- [ 1,320 - [2
fecreation 136,400 4 7,000 - IR S ] 0 ¢ 6808 + __xa - AL ? 4

2,481,890 4,193,308 7,685,275 85,306,090 113,090 209,39 302,448

{1] wortmonth costs derives from Individual program estimated costs worksheets. flgures are constant 1984 dollars,

{2) capita) outdey costs darived from Individusl progrew estimsted costs workshects. Flgures are constant 1984 doltars.

{3} Minarals ravenuns eatteated as foliaws: 01] and gas leazing assumes that s11 But Categury 4 woutld ba tessed &t §1.00/acee
for 5 years and §3.00/ecrn for § years of axch 10-year l::uw period; current gealhermat leaslng at $3,9C0/year; averige minersl
satarials cales ot §60/yasr,

183 nysumen average Tands sales st $250,007acrs and 323,000/ysar for use authortzstions.

?L‘mﬂ“ the trestments and facilities analyzed for the Planning Alternative would Ba constructed. Casts are i constent
4 datlers.

16} Aysumes stocking levals of 88,100 AlM at the current rate of §3.37/AUN.

(7} Assumes salvage of 219,000 cords of fuelwoad from range, wilditfe, and walershed treatments st §3.000/cord: 8,000
cords/year for § years and 3,750 cords/year for 1§ years at §3.00/cod; 5,600 posts/ynar at 20¢ eachy and 5,000 Christmey
treat/zear st $3.00 dach,

181 kyromes avarage adopilion of 4 horses/year at §125.00 each,

T97 ON 43113101 SISNO4SIY
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Utah Wilderness Association

J. X. Carlson Rugust £, 1984
Bureau of Land Management

Beaver Resgource Arca

444 S. Main

Cedar City, Utah 84720
Dear Mr. Carlson:

We are commenting on the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, Antimony
{CBGA) Resource Management Plan/Draft EIS. We have several con-
cerns and gquestions about the draft EIS/RMP., These questions and
concerns are closely tied with the adequacy of the RMP/EIS deci-
sions and recommendatlons.

These comments have been prepared by Jeff Clark, a Utah
Wilderness Association law intern frowm Brigham Young University
and Cordell Peterson, a Utah Wilderness Association staff member
and office manager. We hope these comments will be of use in
making a good plan.

710 [ How are comments, solicited from the public, used in the
Lglternative selection and planning process in general?

7.2 what is BLM's rationale for selecting the Planning Alterna-
tive as its preferred, other than the fact that it represents a
so-called compromise between competing interest?

7.3 Step 9 in the resource management planning process (1-5)

examines the monitoring and evaluation of the final plan. How
will this monitoring and evaluation be accomplished? Will the BLM
respond only to problems brought to its attention or will it take
la more active role?

7.4 [‘ What is the 'secondary data” used in the analysis of the

AP o rmctry roeren : nnu and five mamacomant 4cctas
minerals, forestry, recreation, ORV, and fire management issues

at 4th para.)?

~
o

¥hat was the rationale behind The District Manager revising

the formal list of ten planning issues to five? What does it mean

7.6 [to say that "Recreation, ORV, and Fire Management were determined
not to be issues™ (1-5 at 4th para.)

7 Ts equnl weight alloted to each of the p a

7.7 Is equnl weight alloted to each of the planning
‘jsed to guide management decisions in ass

Resource Protection Measures issue (1-7 at to

T n
-
-~

325 JUDGE BUILDING-SALT LAKE CITY,UTAH 84111-{801)359-1337

7.1 Comments received from the public are utilized in four main ways:
TTT they are utilized to correct erronecus information or analyses that have
been presented in the DEIS; {2) they are utilized to clarify sections of the
DEIS that may be confusing to the reader; (3) they may supply new information
that would have a bearing on the analysis; and (4) they are considered by the
District Manager in selecting the proposed plan. Additionally, Chapter III
Section E, Comparison Between Proposed Plan and Preferred Alternative dlrect]
addresses the ways in which the preferred slternative in the DEIS has been
adjusted to reflect public comment and how such adjustment is incorporated
into the proposed plan,

7.2 Selection of Alternative 2, the Planning Alternative, as preferred b
BIM is based upon {1) it provides the best mixture of resource yses N
BLM 15 based upon (1) it provides the best mixture of resource uses, outputs,

and protections for all public land users; (2) in as much as there are valid
competing interests for public land resources, it is felt that reasoned
compromises are necessary for responsible mult1ple resource management

decisions; (3) it is felt that the Planning Alternative best addresses the
divergent demands of the identified planning issues; and (4) it has the most

SSUeSS L Nas ng

favorable probability of being fully implemented within the constraints of
anticipated funding and staffing.

7.3 Monitoring and evaluation of the Resource Management Plan will be

administaered to assure two ogverall pbiectiveg: (1) that decisions made
siered assure gverati pgojeclives: '} that decisions made by

management in the plan are being implemented and that the objectives of the
decisions are be]ng met; and (2) that the overall plan maintains an ongoing
utility and appiicabiiity. Monitoring and evatuation standards, methods, and
intervals are contained in each program’'s section (for example, see p. 11 -

Proposed Plan) in the propesed plan. These will generally be employed to
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7.9

7.13

F Can the final EIS/RMDP be more specific as to the mezning of

such terms as "resourcn values", "public values", "public
objectives®”, and "sensitive resources" {2-2,3)?

How werc areas nea2ding protective stipulations identified
{2-15})?

™ Chapter 3 of the EIS/RMP contains the observation that the
area aeconomy relies heavily on tourism. Was area tourism
conciderad az heavily inpicking an alternative as it seens to be

relied on hy the economy? Have economic impacts to the huge
tourism induastry from davelopment been calculated and considered?
Who determines resource values for public investment {3-9 at
para. 2)? .
The economic effects to the planning alternative include the
effect of regional income increasing by $1,800,000 (4-33 at para.

2). Can this sum be broken down onto more specific terms? Where
spacifically will this income come from?

A major problem with the EIS i{s the selection of the prefer-
red alternative on page s-4. Every resource, except rangeland,
lists the preferred alternative and the Planning Alternative.
However, the No-Action alternazive is the preferred alternative

or the rangeland resource, How can other
resource objectives be met when the No-Action Alternative is the
referred alternative for livestock grazing? Improving soil sur-
face factors to eliminate erosion problems, reducing conflict
with wildlife, fencing riparian areas and other resource manage-
ment goals that are dependent upon changes in livestock grazing
practices and cannot be achieved with no change. These resources
are directly influenced by the livestock management program.

We are concerned about the rationale for selection of the
"mixed” preferred alternative. Why did the BLM select the No-
Action Alternative for rangeland and livestock? Was it because
the BLM lacks the necessary data to make a decision on livestock

razing? Big game conflicts with livestock won't be re-
duced or eliminated by the No-Action Alternative. Watershed pro-
tection measures involving livestock cannot be accomplished.

Chapter 4 contains the statement that "lands actions such as
Project Bold . . . will be resolved by legislative action and,
therefore, would not be addressed further in this plan® (4-2 at
B.5}. Are these actions able to be incorporated into the plan at
a latter dzte? In other words, is there room in the plan for
these acticns once resolved?

ACECS

The lack of any areas nominated for ACEC status is a glaring
omissjon and weakness in the RMP, Why did no areas meet the

assure that the decisions are being implemented and meet the program
objectives. On a 5-year basis, the overall plan will be assessed based ¢n
these program-specific evaluations as well as other pertinecnt input, including
public comment.

7.4 The MSA and RMP were formulated on primary data (inventories
Completed in response to planning issues) and secondary data (data from
district files, previously conducted inventories, and published literature).
The secondary data used in CBGA consisted of published data for minerals (coal
reports, Department of Energy analyses, etc.}, forestry analysis relied on
pinyon and juniper stand and volume tables completed for Pinyon Planning Unit
(1981), and air photo analysis. Recreation and OKV relied on a Recreation
Information System Inventory (RIS) completed in 1979 and fire management on
previous fire reports and fire history for the planning units,

7.5 Issues were identified early in the planning process to focus the
planning effort. As data was developed and analyzed and public participation
occurred, issues were modified or changed. Recreation was dropped from issue
status because growth projection changed when MX was eliminated from future
projections. Inventory information showed that URVs were not creating
significant impacts so it was dropped from issue status., Fire management was
also dropped from issues status when our analysis showed that modified fire
suppression was not desirable.

7.6 Removing recreation, ORVs and fire from issues status only changed
the emphasis the plan would place on these concerns. These are stil}
addressed in the plan but not to the extent originally proposed.

1.7 Planning criteria were written in such a way so as not to
predetermine decision making. Planning criteria were developed by the
District Manager and the interdisciplinary team with public input to use in
forming judgments about decision making analysis and data collection during
planning. Planning criteria streamlines and simplifies making management
decisions by setting forth the standards for judying proposed actions. No
overt weighting has been applied to the planning criteria in gquiding
management decisions so all are considcied of equal importance in assessing
the special resource protection measures issue.

1.8 Resource values and public values are used synonomously and are taken
to mean the perceived use, scenic, scientific, and/or historical worth of
renewable and nonrenewable resources such as recreation, range, timber,
minerals, watershed, wildlife, and fish. Public objectives are planned
results of management activities, usually prescribed through law, policy, or
regulation. Sensitive resources are resources managed under tegislation,
policy, or agreement, providing special protections above and beyond those
normally afforded in multiple use management.

7.9 The areas or resources needing special protection from impacts of oil
and gas lease development have heen identified through an interdisciplinary
review of inventory and other associated resource information as required by
policy established by the Utah State Office: First, it is policy that the
Utah 0i1 and Gas Category System be included in all BLM plans in the State

2.13



A

LETTER No._7

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 7 __

chriteria" for ACEC status? What about critical wildlife winter
7.17 [Tange that has heen proposed for land exchange or sale? Don't
hese areas meet the requirements for ACECs? What about Quichapa

18 fLake? The EIS/RMP notes {3-25) the area is important waterfowl
[?abitat and is also habitat for the endangered peregrine falcon.
vihy wasn't this area selected as a possible ACEC? By refusing to

.19 [Tecoqgnize and identify potential ACECs, isn't the BLM is viola-

ting its responsibility under section 103 of FLPMA?

~3

-~

GPAZING/LIVESTQCK

7.20 {A serious omission in the EIS is the lack of analysis of the no-
grazing alternative or an alternative that considers a substan-
tial reduction in grazing from the current actual use, The 1973
NRDC lawsuit reguires an analysis of the no grazing alternative,
The EIS attempts to justify elimination of the No Grazing Alter-

.21 [Rative (2-24). Why wouldn’'t the elimination of livestock grazing
help resolve the issue (see page 2-24 #2)? How can the BLM claim

.22 [iithing would be resolved by the elimination of livestock grazing

~

-~

when page 3-24 notes that 200 of the 330 AUMs required by elk are
in conflict with livestock? Also, through-out the Draft EIS,
reference is made to the fact that overgrazing has led toa
variety of problems whose resolution the DEIS attempts to seek.
Among the problems attributed to overgrazing are loss of riparian
habitat, critical and severe erosion, poor crucial BGWR condi-
tiens, and poor Critical Sage Grouse Habitat conditions.

7.23 Why is livestock grazing currently permtted on crucial big
game winter range {2-12})?
7.24 Will the changes and proposed activities in

wildlife/livestock range management under the planning
alternative accomplish the reduction of competition between
livestock and wildlife on the 308,800 acres as is proposed
through HMPs (4-23 at top)?

ooz |

Page 3-34 of the EIS seems to indicate that no trend data
exists for the resource area. If trend data exists, why was it
not used in preparation of this EIS? How can livestock forage
allocation decisions be made without long term accurate trend
data?

~
~N
w

~

.26 The EIS notes (page 3-35) no threatened or endangered plant
species are known to exist within the planning area., Have any
surveys been conducted to determine whether threatened or endan-~
gered plants exits? What information is there to document the
existence of sensitive plants other than Silene petersonii var.
minor?

Pages 3-36 and 3-37 note a difference between range condi-
tion and ecological condition. Aren't those two terms, as normal-
ly defined, synonymous? Shouldn't they be treated as the same? If
hey are defined differently, how was range condition determined?
Were areas covered by pinyon/juniper considered climax ecological

~
~
~

~

.28

=

(Instruction Memorandum 82-259); second, basic parameters for the categories
and stipulations are defined by State Office policy (Instruction Memarandunr
82-325); and finally, specific criteria for stipulations and guidelines for
0il and gas alternatiave formulation and analysis are also defined
(Instruction Memorandum 83-70). As required by these various pelicies, the
interdisciplinary team established the known locations of sensitive resources
and prescribed protective categories and stipulations considered adequate to
protect these resources (Planning Alternative, DEIS). More stringent
protections were also considered (Protection Alternataive, DEIS) as were less
protective prescriptions (Production Alternative, DtIS). By comparing the
various impacts to both the potential for oil and gas lease development and
protection of sensitive resource values generated under these three
aiternatives, the interdisciplinary team has proposed that the prescriptions
described in the Planning Alterative be implemented. The protections
prescribed in the Production Alternative generally were found to be inadeauate
to protect resource values while the stipulations prescribed in the Protection
Alternative protected resource values, but unnecessarily restricted the
potential for lease development. As noted above, these analysis wevre
performed by the interdisciplinary team with representation from wildlife,
watershed, range, minerals, threatened or endangered species, minerals,
recreation, visual resouses, and socioeconomics.

7.10 Tourism in the planning area is predominantly of a “pass-through"
character oriented along the US-89 and I-15 travel routes with destinations
outside the planning area in such regional attractions as Zion and Bryce
Canyon National Parks, Cedar Breaks National Monument, Lake Powell and Lake
Mead, and Las Vegas. While there are accommodations in the area supporting
the tourist trade, no measurable contribution is made to the industry from
public lands within the planning area. As such, the tourist industry was not
a major concern in picking the preferred alternative nor is it anticipated
that any of the action proposed in the FEIS will significantly affect the
tourist industry..

7.1 Resource values for public investments are determined jointly by a
team of knowledgeable resource specialists and administration through an
interdisciplinary review of the area and values involved.

7.12 This income would accrue to the region over the long-term and would
result primarily due to increases in hunter expenditures (frop assumed
increases in big game populations up to prior stable/iong-term levels and
proportionate increases in hunter participation) and increases in income to
the Tivestock industry (from long-term increases in stocking levels). The
sectors of the economy that would incur the most significant portions of these
increases would be: meat animals and miscellaneous livestock, feed grains,
wholesale and retail trade, real estate, and automotive repair and service.

7.13 The Planning Alternative is also the preferred alternative for the
rangeland resources. However, as required by Bureau policy {BLM Washington
0ffice Instruction Memorandums 82-650 and 83-428) the proposed action for
rangeland resources was identified as the "No Action" or continuation of
present management alternative (see pages 2-20 and 2-21 of the DEIS),
Monitoring as the basis for actual grazing adjustments as well as the planning
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.29

.32

.33

.34

.35

.37

.38

Lfites but poor range sites? Over 60% of the resource area was
found to be in low or mediun (less than 50% of climax) ecological

[conlition. What is the primary factor for this reduced condition?
The apparent trend data lists 149,000 acres In a downward condi-~
tion. The same page (3-28) lists 366,000 acres of land as appa-

[Eent]y overstocked., Why don't the two figures agree more? Don't
areas that are overstocked normally have a downward trend? It is
quite clear the apparent trend data and forage production figures
astimated in the EIS are limitel (see page 3-34) in scope and are
inadeguate to make well documentad decisions.

Even with the information presented in the EI5, no matter
how incomplete, there is strong evidence changes should be madje.
here are identified, in the DEIS, over 1,000,000 acres of public
land which are either in poor livestock forage condition or are
in poorwildlife condition (1-8). What are the reasons for the
existing poor conditions? Will treatments be merely band-aids?
"Wouldn't the identification, treatment and control of the surface
disturbing agents be more effective than the treatment of damaged
lands? Shouldn't another alternative, other than the No-Action be
he preferred given this evidence? Doesn't the BLM have require-
ments under FLPMA and PRIA to improve the range?
__ There are several problems that are evident once one exa-
mines the appendices. For example, the Bear Creek Allotment lists
more short term grazing for the Protection Alternative than it
does for the Production or Planning Alternatives. The Bone Hollow
Allotment has an active preference (543 AUMs) greater than the
estimated capacity. However, the Planning Alternative lists 51
AUMs gained from improvements and 687 AUMs of short term grazing
with even more in the longterm., When 543 AUMs is considered
overstocking, how can the addition of only 51 AUMs justify 687
AUMs of livestock forage? Several other allotments have similar
[Problems. Are the grazing allotments placed or will they be
| placed into the C, M, and I management categories? If so, ate any
[G6f the allotments assigned to the C (custodial} category in
important wildlife habitat? Couldn't serious problems result from
| assigning allotments to the C category?

WILDLIFE/RIPARIAN/FISHERIES

B

Is wildlife getting a fair portion of land treatment prog-
rams? If 70,000 acres are programmed for land treatment, of which
only 8,200 acres are identified for wildlife habitat improvement
under the Planning Alternative, the wildlife portion of scheduled
habitat improvements is only 12%. This represents a major dispro-
portionate land treatment allocation program and probhably ref-
lects a major budgetary allocation discrepancy between livestock
| and wildlife. The final EIS should display a financial breakdown
(by percentage for each category receiving funds (e.g., land
treatment budget allocation for livestock and for wildlife). Even
though dollar amounts allocated may change due to changes in the
overall budget, percentages allocated to the various categories
rarely do. Financial breakdowns are needed by the public in order

-

alternative objectives for the rangeland resource have heen incorporated in
the rangeland resource program directions section of the Proposed Plan (see
the FEIS/RMPY,

7.14 See Response 7.13.

7.15 It is not known at this time how legisiative actions such as Project
Bold will affect the plan, Enabling legislation for such actions will have to
provide guidance on lands acquired and it is likely that plan amendments would
be required to address actions to be applied to acquired lands.

7.16 During BLM scoping (1980), inventory (1981-82), and analysis phases,
the ACEC criteria of "Importance and Relevance" (Federal Register, Volume 45,
No. 168, 1980) were applied to certain public lands within CBGA. The planning
team looked at various resources, including wildlife habitats, threatened and
endangered species habitat, critical watersheds, visual resources, and natural
hazards, and found that none of these resources met the criteria of "more than
local significance, areas where special management attention is required", or
sites that are of "special significance or special worth, consequence,
meaning, or cause for special concern". In addition, there is no record of
“local governments, State governments, citizens or interest groups* requesting
consideration of any specific portion or location within the planning area as
ACEC during the scoping process. The issue of ACEC designation was only
identified in one comment letter during scoping and that letter expressed
concern for ACEC designation.

The RMP does recognize that crucial deer, antelope, and elk winter range
habitats, habitats for threatened and endangered species, critical watersheds,
riparian areas, etc., require special management attention and has proposed
actions to protect these areas. These actions include preparing wildlife
habitat management plans, coordination of allotment management plan actions
with wildlife habitat needs, applying special seasonal restrictions to oil and
gas exploration, retention of crucial deer winter range under Federal
admnistration, allocating AUMs to wildlife, restricting ORVs in the most
crucial deer winter range, and land treatments to improve crucial deer winter
range. The application of these special management actions and athers would
improve and protect these resource values. Additional actions above and
beyond those delineated in the proposed RMP are not considered necessary to
prevent "irreparable damage” to these sensitive resources.  The protection and
enhancement of these resources under the proposed RMP would be similar to
anticipated management under an ACEC designation,

7.7 Crucial wildlife habitat within the planning alternative received
special management attention to protect and enhance those lands which are
important for the survival of the deer herds without the identification of an
ACEC (see Response 7.16). Management actions including retention of crucial
deer winter range, land treatments, special ail and gas stipulations, etc.,
will be incorporated into the RMP to manage crucia) deei winter range. Within
the proposed final RMP, only 167 acres of crucial deer winter range containing
an occupancy trespass are identified for disposal and would not corstitute a
reasonable ACEC designation.

2.15
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7.39

7.40

7.42

7.43

7.44

L}o make a realistic assessment of management practices (2-10).

Why is habitat improvement less under the Protection Alter-
native than under the Planning Alternative {2-28)?

HMPs

require riparian fencing to meet habitat management cbiectives.

The Planning Alternative identifies none but shows 23 acres
requiring fencing. Are any of these 21 acres found in existinag or
pronosed Planning Alternative allotment additions (4-25 and W1.8
to W1.9)?

~ Marysville~Circleville and Mlineral Mountain HMPs have not
been implemented but have been initiated. Why ware they not
included in Wildlife Appendix I? These H4Ps, it appears, are part
of the overall management objective during the 20 year scope of
this EIS. Shouldn't the public be able to comment on these HMPs
prior to the final EIS (3=-25)?

Even though implemented, Birch Creek HMP information should
have been included in Appendix Wildlife I and should be included
in the firal EIS. In addition, public review of this information
prior to the final EIS may he warranted (3-25). The Birch Creek

LgHP area is also not shown on Map 3.6,

re in compexition with livestock. How will that change under the

Page 3~24 notes 200 of the 330 AUMs of forage required by el%
a
various alternatives?

No AUMs are alloted to wildlife under the No-Action Alterna-
[Eive. Are we to assume wildlife will receive no "official" forage
alleocation if this is the alternative selected?

Page 3-24 notes that the antelope habitat deterioration in
Johns Valley is related to past livestock management practices.
{Are these practices still in effect?

Riparian

The "Range and Wildlife Habitat Condition by Alternative"
table should reflect the condition of Riparain/fisheries habitats
by allotment o afford an opportunity for the public to assess
allotmant riparain habitat conditions. This would help in the
formulation of riparian habitat preservation recommendations {(4-
25, Appendix Rang2 7).

[ The Planning Alternative is not adequate to meet riparian
habitat rehabilitation. A 20 acre increase in good condition is a
small concession which reflects a bias toward livestock. Isn't
the EL™ required by statute and executuve order to improve ang
{maintain all riparian habitats (4-26,27}?

The Protection Alternative identifies 45 allctments which-

7.18 Quichapa Lake represents waterfowl habitat and historical migratory
habitat for the peregrine falcon. This resource received special management
considerations to protect the resource values in the planning alternative,
inciuding retention of habitat in Federal ownership and special oil and gas
stipulations (no surface occupancy). The area was not identified as an ACEC
because it did not meet the criteria of "importance". This lake provides one
of many "prey bases" for the migratory peregrine falcon, but it is not
considered as critical habitat for the species. Consultation with Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources indicated that special management attention
above and beyond those identified in the preferred alternative would not be

required for management of Quichapa Lake (Wess Shield, 1984 personal
communication).

7.19 BLM is required to “give priority to the designation and protection
of ACECs" (Sec. 202{c){3) based on the application of the ACEC criteria of
“Importance and Relevance" in the planning process. The interdisciplinary
planning team applied the criteria and found no areas qualifying for ACEC
designation, The DEIS is, therefore, in compliance with Sections 103 and 202
of FLPMA (see Responses 7.16, 7.17, and 7.18).

7.20 As described on pages S-7, 2-8, 2-12, and 4-62 of the DELS, the
Protection Alternative, if implemented, would result in nearly a 20-percent
decrease in stocking levels from 61,700 AUMs to 51,300 AUMS. A "no grazing"

alternative is not required, necessary, or reasonable for the reasons cited
below and in the DEIS on page 2-24;

1. Court decisions rendered as a result of the 1973 NRODC lawsuit do not
require BLM to analyze a "no-grazing” alternative. Further, a "no grazing"
alternative is not required by the National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA).
Section 102 specifies only that there be alternatives to the proposed action
and that such alternatives be appropriate.

2. The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 recognized domestic livestock use on

‘public lYands and set up procedures to authorize and regulate that use.

Therefore, alternatives should not seek to eliminate this recognized use, but
discuss alternatives that continue to recognize and regulate livestock use.

3. Section 103 of the Federal Land Policy and Management ‘Act of 1976
includes livestock grazing in the definition of principal or major uses of
public lands. Section 202 states that any management decision that excludes
one of the principal or major uses is subject to reconsideration,
modification, and termination by the Secretary of the Interior. Section 202
also requires Congressional review of decisions that totally eliminate one or
more of the major uses. E

4. Since livestock have existed on public lands in the planning area for
over 100 years, the "no grazing" alternative does not provide a baseline, as

it would be very difficult to accurately describe resource conditions 100
years ago.

5. The costs of fencing of public lands to exclude livestock grazing

would be prohibitive and such fencing would be a hazard to wildlife and wild
horses migrations,
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B2cause any loss of CDWR around Ce<dar City is detrimental to
that area’s deer herd, and given the demonstrated lack of concern
for wil2lif« protection in planning by develoners, city planners
and legislative representatives throughout the state, large
tracts of CDWR should not be disposed of even in cases where
"2isposal will serve important public objectives.” Continual

7.47 r}eluct!on of CDWR cannot be toalerateld. Why can't areas such as

the above BbY acres be considered for ACEC designation {(4-23)?
7.48 [ Why will livestock grazing in excess of estimated capacity
Lbe allowed to continue on 42 allotments? This is a strong pro-~
7.49 [livestock concession and indicates that wildlife will be sacri-
Lficed at the expense of continued overgrazing. This also reflects
7.50 [@ competition reduction at the expense of wildlife populations
which have already been drastically reduced. With this conces-~
sion, a major negative factor in the attainment of long term big
game stock level objectives has been regretably identified (4-

21, 25%
123,22} .

Other Questions and Concerns

7.51 ™. The antelope allotment indicates prior long term stocking
levels for antelope but does not indicate habitat condition. %Why
|is this so? (R7.18)

~
o
O

[2. The Mammoth Ridge Allotment lists no acres under wilcdlife

hahitat condition. Rowever, the same chart on page R7.77 shows
prior/long term levels at 9 AUMs and 5.5 AUMs of current deer
forage. Why do no habitat condition figures exist when there is
obviously deer habitat in the allotment?

7.53 [3. The Antimony Ranch Allotment, with 382 acres of antelope
habitat available, has only 1 AUM projected for prior/long term
I stocking objectives? Why? (R7.86)

7.54 1, Appendix Range 2 FORAGE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES FOR LIVESTOCK
AND BIG GAME {R2.1 to R2.78) problems/conflicts should be consis-
tant throughout {e.g., if }ivestock or big game habitat in poor
condition is unknown or nonexistant, this should be indicated),
The five objectives (season of use, grazing system, etc.) should
|be indicated on each page.

7.55 [5. Fiddlers Canyon Dr. listed in the Escalante Desert HMP is not
listed in either Appendix Range 2 or Appendix Range 7. Shouldn't
[this aliotment be inciuded for analysis? (Wl.1i1)

7.56 [6. The Desert Allotment should be included on W1.7 and indicated
{under the Planning Alternative on Wl.ll.

=}
w
~

I—'L Anrmnrhx Wiltdlife I should include ecolumns tha

alternative is applicable. (W1l.1 thru 1.7)

-
»
ol
[s)
€
€
=
-
0
g

Council on Environmental Quality regulations on the implementation of N(PA
1502.14(a) specify evaluation of all reasonable alternatives, For the reasons
cited above and for those given on page 2-24 of the DE1S, it was felt that for
the purposes of this RMP/ELS, "no grazing® was not a reasonable alternative.

7.2) The elimination of Vivestock grazing from public Vands within

the planning area would, in fact, have a positive impact on much of the forage
resource. However, the protection, planning, and production alternatives al)
meet the same general objective {providing for the physiologicel needs of

plants) without the numercus shorltcomings discussed on page 2-24 of the DELIS

and in Response 7.20 that are inherent to an elimination of livestock grazing
proposal.

forage between elk and livestuck is not
a at thic time H

ver, because of dietary

overlap, competition for forage could occur if grazing manayement, resource
conditions, or elk distribution problems were to change. On those allotments
containing elk, adjustments have been made to estimated carrying capacitiy
(livestock) to provide sufficient forage for current elk numbers. These

ated livestock carrying capacities are set at levels which should

preclude the overut111zatlon of plants which both etk and livestock prefer.

\l
N
[N

Livestock grazing is a legitimate iand use and in most cases, does
not conflict with crucial deer winter range. As discussed on pages 3-2? and
3-24 of the DEIS, current Yivestock grazing practices have been modifiea over
a period of several years to accommodate deer winter use on crucial ranges on
all but eight allotments. These modifications have consisted of adjustments
in livestock grazing levels and changes in season of use to a spring/summer
period. Generally, grazing by livestock of crucial deer winter range during -
the spring/summer period minimizes use of browse species and better maintains
the health of the plant community than single use by either species. In this
way, livestock grazing can be 2 valuable tool in managing and improving
Cru(lﬂl Ulg gdme NIHLLT fdﬂgé- )LMUIES navc SnOWH Lnﬂl spr)nq qraz‘ng Dy
livestock can be used to hold grass vigor below optimum levels allowing more
soil moisture to be available for browse production (Jensen, et al., 1972;
frischknect, et al., 1979). Generally, in the planning area 1|ve5tock graz1ng
during the spring and summer on COWR is intended to promote browse production.

7.24 As stated on page 4-25 of the DEIS/RMP, competition would be reduced
between big game and livestock on 219,700 acres, but would continue on 89,100
acres under the planning alternative. HReasons for the 89,100 acres contlnu\ng
to have competlllon or d1etary over]ap between species is a result of no
actions being proposed in M and C management category ailotments which wiil
change livestock grazing practices.

7.25 Less than 10 percent of the allotments covered in the CBGA planning
area have actual trend data of 5 years or greatpr. To keep the analysis

consistent betweea allotments and planning units, appareat trend was one of

several baseline measurement units used. As explained on pages 2-20 and 2-21
of the DEIS, decisions regarding allocation of forage are not made at the time
of the EIS. Adjustments to livestock grazing use levels will be made when KtM

determines Lhat sufficiEnL supporting data is available. Initial adjustments

in grazing levels, if necessary, must begin within 5 years of approval of the

RMP .,

2.17
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C. The DEIS stated that there were no arcas that qualified as
ACECs. This position should be reanalyzed. Biqg Game stocking
levels are at only 46% of prior levels and 46% of the CDWR is in
poor condition which suggests that a drastic wildlife decline has
occured in the Cedar City District. Therefore, critical big game
winter habitat should be fully analyzed and documented justifying
exclusion of critical winter habitat from ACEC consideration.
This research should be made part of the final EIS.

Planning Unit Current AUMs Prior/Long Term AUMs % of Lonz Term

Antimcny °83.% 2077.5 43
Beavar 2613.4 16922.4 57
Cedar 3264.4 13094.6 30
Garfiald 1153.0 2034.0 57
.Totals 1%5,620.5 37,128.5 1

79, The allotments listed below indjcate that there are 100,563

acres of antelope and 1238 acres of elk habitat with no current
or prior/long tarm stocking levels. Why are stocking levels not
indicated? Does "no stocking level” indicate a decision not to
include wildlife as part of the allotment management and forage
allocation? Will stocking levels be included in the final EIS? If
not, why?

Page Beaver Planning Unit Wildlife Habitat (acres)
Allotment Antelope Elk

R7.3 Cove 1035 a. 564

R7.6 Hansen 17587 a.

R7.8 Lowe 1290 a.

R7.9 Milford Bench N 8406

R7.11 ** Minersville 3 14924

R7.12 Minersville 4 16855

R7.13 Minersville 6 850

R7.17 Whitaker 10953

R7.19 Bald Hills 1850

R7.34 Hidden Springs 393

R7,.42 Leight Livestock 7270

R7.47 Meadow Spring 730

R7.49 Nelson 968

R7.51 North Highway 811

R7.58 Rush Lake 3515

R7.59 Salt Lake 1439

R7.60 Sand Springs 42

R7.63 Steer Hollow 2608

R7.70 West Hills 225

R7.76 Limekiln Creek 2652

R7.80 Roller Hill 1587

R7.82 Sanford Bench 4573

R7.75 Hillsdale 542

R7.79 Pole Canyon 132

7.26 BLM contracted for a threatened and endangered plant inventory for
portions of the CBGA RMP area during the spring and summer of 1982.
Information for input into the RMP came from the results of that inventory, a
well as from summarization of collection data on rare plants of Beaver,
Garfield, Iron, Kane, and Washington Counties prepared by Dr. Stanley Welsh,
curator of the BYY plant herbarium. Additional inventory work and compilatio
of data on threatened and endangered and sensitive plants of the area was
provided by Dr. Duazne Atwood while employed as a botanist by the BLM Cedar
City District between 1975 and 1978,

7.27 As used in the CBGA DEIS, .range condition is synonomous with
Tivestock forage condition, and as explained on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of the
DEIS, these terms are significantly different from ecological condition. The
main difference between these two measurement tools is that ecological
condition is designed to give an indication of how closely the current
vegetation on a particular site matches the plant composition of that site if
it was in an undisturbed or "climax" condition, while range or livestock
forage condition is designed to give an indication of the relative value of
the vegetation on that site for consumption by livestock.

7.28 Those sites on which pinyon-juniper would normally occur as a c¢limax
species and are currently supporting appropriate densities were generally
considered as being in high or climax ecolegical condition. Where pinyon and
Jjuniper were currently identified as a dominant species on sites which would
not include pinyon-junipoer as a climax species, the areas were generally
rated as being in low or medium ecological condition.

7.29 There is no one primary factor that is responsible for the current
ecological condition found in the CBGA planning area. Current resource
conditions that have contributed to current ecological classes include the
large acreages invaded by pinyon and juniper, the extensive replacement of
native species with nonnative species on treated sites, and the tendency of
grazing ungulates to maintain sites at seral stages below climax.

7.30 Apparent trend is a subjective estimate of the trend of range
condition at one point in time. Because of the nature of the estimate, the
parameters defining a trend class (up, down, or static) are broad. Slight to
moderate overstocking is not always discernible as a downward trend in range
condition because of yearly variations in precipitation, stocking rates, and
management practices. This is one of several reasons for the current BLM
policy of basing stocking levels or several years of monitoring studies. For
many of the same reasons, the estimated production figures are best utilized
for planning purposes and identifying potential resource conflicts. See also
Response 7.25.

7.3 As discussed on page 3-37 of the DEIS, the vast acreages of
pinyon-juniper ano sagebrush in the planning unit without adequate understory
species, have resulted in generally poor condition on many ranges. Reasons

for these conditions range from past poor grazing practices to generally poor
potential on many sites.
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7.60

7.61

7.62

v+ gShouldn't this allotment receive the sanme treatment in the
Planning Alternative as it does in the Frotection Alternative
hecause of its importance (Appendix Wildlife 1)7?
[10. The allotments listed below indicate stocking levels, both
current and long term, for elk. Shouldn't these double starred
allotments, because of their importance for wildlife, be included
in the Planning Alternative HMP (see Appendix Wildlife I) with
suqgjested management acticns as proposed in the Protection Alter-
native? Will habitat conditions be indicated in the final EIS? 1f
not, why?

Page Planning Unit Allectment Current AUHMs Prior/Long Term AUM

R7.15 Beaver t*+gouth Creek 7.2 64.0
R7.83 Antimony **Johns Valley 32.0 64.0
R7.88 **Pine Creek 0.0 130.0
R7.89 **bPple Canyon 39.0 76.0
R7.89 Poison Creek 0.0 13.5

[T1. Because 65% of the deer habitat in the Johns Valley allotment
is in poor condition and stocking levels are: deer(45%) and
e1k(50%) of prior/long term levels, should not more than just
“treatment of crucial deer habitat™ be considered in the Planning
thternative? 1f not, why? (W1l.14)

12. Why are the allotments listed below not included in the
Planning Alternative for the indicated HMP (allotments with pri-
or/lony term stecking levels over 60 AUMs)?

HMP : Allotment

Data Page Justification for Addition

Antimony Antimony Ranch R7.86 Of the 187 acres of deer
habitat, 64 acres (52%)
are in pocr condition,
Stocking levels: decr 60%
of prior/long term levels.
Livestock stocking levels
exceed estimated capacity
by 186%, Of the 436 acres
of Livestock range, 317
acres (77%) are in poor
condition.

Of the 5392 acres of BGH,
3479 ({65%) are in poor
condition., Deer stockinn
levels are only 45%, elx
50%, and antelope 0% cf
prior stocking levels. The
allotment contains
possible CDWR and CAWR.
Appears that prior levels

Johns Valley R7.88

Pine Creek R7.88

7.32 Treatments are nol proposed by BLM as stop-gap or "band-aid"
measures. As can be seen by analyzing Appendix R-¢, Planning Alternative,
vegetation treatments are nearly always accompanied by changes in grazing
management practices, including adjustments in stocking levels, changes in
seasons of use, implementation of intensive grazing systems, and the
construction of other livestock management facilities, As discussed in
Response 7.29 and Appendix R-3, extensive monitoring studies are proposed to
identify causal agents resulting in needed adjustments in grazing practices.

7.33 See Response 7.13.

7.34 The confusion regarding the Bear Creek, Bone Hollow, and other
similar allotments arises from the fact that all “I" category allotments in
the planning alternative and all allotments except those containing crucial
big game winter range in the protection alternative were adjusted to the
estimated grazing capacity for analysis purposes. In the case of Bear Creek,
Bone Hallow, and numerous other allotments, the estimated grazing capacity is
greater than the current average actual livestuck use. For example, in the
Bone Hoilow Allotment, the average actual use is 406 AUMs, active preference
is 543 AUMs, and the estimated capacity is 587 AuMs. Bone Hollow Allotment is
an "1" category allotment, so under the plannng alternative it would be
adjusted to capacity (687 AUMs) in the short term. In the long term, 51 AUMs
would be realized due to a vegetation treatment, and 63 AUMs would be accrued
due to improvement of the resource through better management on this allotment,

7.35 As shown in Appendix R-5, the grazing alloiments in the CBGA planning
area have been placed in management categories (see also the Planning
Alternative in hppendix Range 2).

7.36 Small isolated areas of important wiidlife habitat do occur in some
"C" category allotments. yhese areas are generaliy of low potential, and
current custodial grazing management is not compromising big game use of the
area. .

7.37 It is the position of BLM that wildlife is getting its “fair sharc®
of land treatments. Through interdisciplinary team interactions, numerous
land treatments were identified. Many of these treatments were proposed by
the range program and were supported by the wlidlife program. Those proposed
by the wildlife program occur in areas where no treatments by range are

proposed, but are needed to improve condition on crucial big game winter range,

7.38 Refer to response 6.2.

7.39 Reasons for less habitat improvement in the Protection Alternative
than the Planning Alternative resuits from different management_actions
proposed for these alternatives. Under the Planning Alternative, 70,060 acres
of land treatments are proposed. Treatments of this nature rapidly improve
plant diversity resulting in higher quality habitat. Impreved management in
the Protection Alternative, on the other hand, would stabilize habitat
condition and would cause some improvement of crucial deer winter range,
watershed values, and reduced livestock stocking levels. It also provides
additional protection te other resource values such as visual resources and

2.19
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7.63
cont.

Bald Hills

HMP

Buckskin

Pole Canyon R7.89

Twitchell Ranch R7.90

Greenville Bench R7.%

Allotment Page
Minerville 3 R7.11
Bear Creek R7.1
Buckskin Mt. R7.2

of ceer and antelope
have bheen decimated. 1In
order to increas2 stocking
levels to prior/long term
use, close management is
required. 10172 acres
(92%) of RGH is in poor
conditicn. Allotment
contains possible CDWR,
0Of the 4247 acres of deer
habitat, 2932 acres (45%)
are in pocr condition. The
total 1112 acres of
antelope habitat are in
poor condition. Stocking
levels: deer 45%, elk 503%
of prior/long term
stocking levels. Note:
R7.39 does not contain any
21k habitat information,
nor does it show antelope
stocking levels.
Of the 920 acres of deer
habitat, 705 acres {(77%)
are in poor condition.
Stocking levels: deer 60%,
antelope 0% of prior/long
term stocking levels.
Posszible CDWR.
Of the 11654 acres of deer
habitat, 10186 are in poor
condition. Stocking
levels: deer 62% of
prior/long term stocking
levels. Livestock stocking
levels exceed estimated
capacity by 468%.
Livestock range 100% in
poor condition.
Justification:
% poor cond. % prior level
deer 62%
Note: No antelope stocking
levels are 1listed but
14924 acres od antelope
habitat are listed.
deer 76% deer 63%
Note: no elk stocking
levels are listed but 2397
acres of habitat are
shown.,

deer 63%
Note: no elk stocking
levels are listed but 5588

forestry, and is more restrictive in the application of o1l and aas
stipulations. In general, the Protection alternative focuses on the
protection of all resources, while the Planning Alternative is directed toward
improving range and wildlife habitats.

7.40 The 23 acres proposed for protection in the planning alternative are
a subset of the 75 acres to be protected under the protection alternatave and
are within the 45 allotments identified,

7.41 The Habitat Management Plans described have been written and made
available for public comment (Birch Creek, 8/4/76; Marysvale, 11/1/78; Mineral
Mountain, 4/7/78) prior to the development of the DEIS in full compliance with
NEPA reguirements, Copies are available for inspection at the BLM Cedar City
District Office. The HMPs proposed in the final plan will be subject to a
30-day public comment period. The Birch Creek HM area has been added to Map
3.6.

7.42 Competition, or termed more appropriately "dietary overlap” would be
reduced or eliminated in both the production and protection alternatives. In

the planning alternative, it is estimated that competition would be reduced to
84 AUMs, '

7.43 As stated on page 4-8 of the DEIS, no forage would be allcated to
wildlife under the no action alternative.

7.44 During the 1920s and 1930s, large areas of sagebrush were heavily
grazed by sheep. This resulted in a deterioration of sagebrush habitats.
During the 1950s and 1960s, sheep use was then converted to cattle use. While
the seasons of use in some areas of Johns Valley may not be optimum, the range
deterioration caused by sheep use has been reversed. Studies have shown that
dietary overlap between cattle and antelope is very low and is not causing a
significant problem at this time. ’

7.45 A table reflecting riparian habitat condition by allotment is found
in Riparian Appendix 1 of the Final EIS/RMP.

7.46 In accordance with Executive Order 11990, BLM is proposing to protect
23 acres of riparian from livestock grazing where livestock grazing practices
have resulted in poor habitat condition. While 54 acres in poor condition
occur in the planning area, only 23 acres were capabie of being managerially
improved {see page 23-27 in the DEIS). BLM is focusing its management
activities on those areas in poor condition where improvement can be realized
through managerial actions. In addition, BLM is proposing management action
which would maintain or improve areas currently in fair or good‘condition.
7.47 See Response 7.17

7.48 Resource conditions on the 42 allotments that could potentially
receive overutilization by livestock would be monitored, and if
overutilization resulting in degradation of the resource were occurring,
appropriate management actions to eliminate oveigrazing would he initiated.
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7.63
cont.

Ant. Mt.

Escalante

Parawon

Fremont

Horth Creek

South Creek

Spry
Antelope

R7.5

R7.13

R7.15

R7.15

R7.18

Antelope Springs R7.19

Dry Canyon

8 Mile Hill
Pinto Creek
Reservoir

Rock Springs

Sand Ridge

Sand Spring
Sweet Hills
Lizzies Hill
Long Hollow

Nada

CC unallot.
Fenton
Graff Pt.
Green Lakes

Hole in Rock

R7.27

R7.29
R7.56
R7.57

R7.58

R7.59
R7.60
R7.65
R7.43
R7.44

R7.48

R7.24
R7.30
R7.31
R7.31

R7.34

10

acres of habitat are
shown,

deer 45% deer 62%
elk 11

possible winter habitat

deer 7613 deor 629

livestock exceed capacity
by 13%

deer 62%
elk 11%
livestock exceed capacity
by 18%
deer 65% deer 63%
deer 0%

livestock exceed capacity
by 48%. HNo condition
listed

deer 58%

deer 58¢
livestock exceed capacity
by 357%

deer 58%
deer 584
deer 58%
deer 59%

livestock exceed capacity
by 29%

deer 0os
no condition listed
deer S8%
deer 58%
antelope A3
deer 44% deer 62%
antelope 0y
deer 36% deer 62%

antelope A
antelope 51%

antelope ot

deer 63%

deer 64%

deer 62% deer 63%
deer 61%

deer 13

no condition listed
livestock 96% deer 63%

7.49 The 42 allotments mentioned are both "M" and "C" category
allotments. While some overstocking by livestock may occur, il is not
expected to significantly impact wildlife habitat. If monitoring indicates
that changes are needed, allotments can be recategorized for intensive
management and corrections made in management practices.

7.50 Wildlife populations in most of the planning area are currently
increasing, making it necessary for special hunts to control animal numbers.
At the present time, competition, or more specifically, “dietary overlap", is
not believed to be a major probliem, However, in order to insure that
competition or dietary overlap dies not reach a critical level, BLM, in
cooperation with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, will monitor both
wildlife habitat and their numbers, making adjustments in livestock or
wildlife numbers when necessary.

7.51 At the present time, antelope use in the Antelope Allotment is very
Yight, requiring less than 1 AUM. This allotment was not inventoried for
habitat condition due to its small size and does not contain a significant
amount of antelope habitat. Antelope, however, periodically use the area.

7.52 The table for mule deer habitat in the Mammoth Ridge Allotment found
on page R-7.77 of the DEIS should read, “the 288 acres are in fair condition
in all alternatives except for the Production alternative. In the Production

alternative, 178 acres would be in good conditionnand the remaining 110 acres
should remain in fair condition.

7.53 Antelope use in this allotment §s light. Antelope presently require
Tess than 1 AUM and their use {is not expected to significantly increase in the
Tong term.

7.54 The Problem/Conflict section of Appendix R-2 was designed to
highlight those existing or potential resource conflicts. 1t was not intended
to serve as a running checklist of all resources occurring in an allotment,
The reader can determine what allotments support big game populations by
scanning the estimated stocking Tevel column for all alternatives. Only those
objectives pertinent to solving problems or conflicts identified as occurring
in a particular allotment are listed.

7.55 The Fiddlers Canyon Allotment is divided by 1-15 The fiddlers Canyon
Desert is a pasture of the Fiddlers Canyon Allotment located west of I-1§.
This separation was made to show that a portion of the Fiddlers Canyon
Allotment occurs in and will be considered as part of both the Escalante
Desert HMP and the Parowan HW,

7.56 At the present time, neither significant competition nor potential

for improvement through management exists within the Desert Allotment. This
allotment is found on page W1.11., (DEIS)

7.57 Appendix Wildlife 1 was provided to describe the objectives and
management actiens that would be necessary to improve wildlife habitat,
irrespective of alternative. On pages 1.8 through 1.15, the actions proposed
for both the planning and protection alternatives are given for each
allotment. This information can then be compared to objectives by allotment
provided on pages W1.1 through Wl.7, (DEIS)
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livestock excred capacity

7.63 e 768
cont. Lognr Sum Ci. R7.45 livestock 100% deer 63%
livestock exceed capacity

by 63%
Parawon un. R7.54 Aderer 46% .deer 4%
Summit R7.63 livestock 62% deer 433

livestock exceed capacity
by £41%; possible CDWR

Garfield Rock Canyon R7.7¢ deer 63%
Sage Hen Hol. R7.81 deer 27% deer 63%
Shearing Corral R7.83 deer 100% deer 63%
-

It becomes obvious from the above chart that wildlife has
been consistantly discriminated against in past management
decisions. The proposed alternatives don't appear to change the
current situation.

7.64 [13. Is 1/4 mile enough of a distance between exploratory drilling
activities and prairis dog colonies to avoid habitat disturbance
(4-23 a* para. 4)?

FORESTRY

1so be part of an identified CDWR. Would these woodlands consist
of the 4300 acres under consideration for land treatments? If

7.65 Map 3.8 identifies wood suitable for management which may
a
not, why not? {4-28, Map 3.8, Map 3.5)

—

7.66 The planning criteria used to guide management decisions
concerning the forestry issue appear very pro-development. Do the
planning criteria represent all environmental concerns as well?

VISUAL RESOURCES

7.67 Visual resources protection {(s-6 at 1l.9) considers the same
acreage for the Planning, Production, and Protection
Alternatives. Is not the visual resocurce a non-commodity value
eligible for highest priority in the Protection Alternative?

7.68 houldn't the acreage considered in each alternative reflect the
importance of the issue/plan element to the purpose of the

Lalternative?

Under the issue of Special Resource Protection Measures (1-
5}, several resources are addressed. One of these is the visual
7.69 [Tesource. !s this resource to be granted equal weight when
. |considered in conjunction with the other resources mentioned? In
other words, is the visual resource considered to be as valuable

as riparian habitats, scil and water values, etc.?

7.70 f— The last sentance cf the 1st paragraph on 4-32 can only bhe

11

7.58 The DEIS addresses current management concerns on cruciual big game

winter ranges by proposing management actions to improve and protect habitats
(DEIS, page 2-7{.

BLM recognizes that stocking levels are affected by many factors, including
the quality and quantity of crucial habitats, weather, and hunting pressure,
to name a few. BLM also recognizes that herd sizes have declined along the
Parowan Front, Some of this decline can be attributed to the current quality
of the habitat. To this end, the Proposed Plan (page 55) proposes to improve
crucial big game habitats through completion of wildlife habitat management
plans, land treatments, adjustments to estimated carrying capacity on
allotments proposed for intensive management, adjustments to seasons of use
and protection to crucial habitats from oil and gas disturbances and ORVs
during critical periods. These actions would be implemented within the
context of the Final RMP, activity plans and established environmental

assessment process, without the identification of crucial big game ranges as
ACECs.

7.59 During the 1980-81 wildlife inventory, many areas were identified as
having very light antelope and elk use. In such areas, the hahitat was
evaluated and recorded and a determination was made as to whether or not
forage allocation was necessary. The areas you have outlined will not be a
part of the forage allocation to antelope or elk, however, these species and
their habitat will be considered when allotment management plans are developed
and implemented. If these species increase in these areas in the long term,
forage allocation will be made at that time.

7.60 The Minersville 3 Allotment has been placed as an "M" category
allotment. As a result, no actions are specifically proposed for this
allotment under the planning alternative. This allotment has recently been
placed under a deferred grazing management system, and it is believed that

this system will resolve wildlife conflicts concerning stocking rates, seasons
of usde, and grazing systems.

allotments identified presently have few wildlife-related resource conflicts.
Stocking rates and adjustments in grazing management practices may occur in
the South Creek, Pine Creek, and Poison Creek Allotments if trend and
monitoring studies indicate a change is needed. These changes, however, are
not proposed at this time. The Pole Canyon and Johns Valley Allotments are
"M" category allotments and little or no adjustments in management for elk is
anticipated,

7.61 These allotments are included in the Habitat Management Plans. The

7.62 The 65 percent of the Johns Valley Allotment in poor condition is
found primarily on pinyon and juniper sites. The primary way to improve these
sites is through vegetation manipulation. Present management of this
allotment is directed toward maintaining areas of sagebrush used by wintering
mule deer and antelope. Treatments in the pinyon-juniper areas will be )
designed to increase forage production while providing cover.
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7.73

7.74

7.75

7.76

interprete? to mean that projects which do not meet VRM class
ohjectives will be further evaluatad with an emphasis on downgra-
2ing VRN objectives in favor of industry an? detrimental to the
visual rasource. When projects are further evaluated, this means
that industry has an "open door” to formulate project plans not
meeting visual resource ohjectivesg, Fnowing that further study is
Lforthcoming and that rulings in faver of inlustry may be promul-
[Zated, Why have VRM classes been ilentified if reevaluation may
lead to decisions {avorable to industry and less favorable to the
| visual resource (4-32)7?

Undar the Proluction Alternative, the deva2lopment of the
2900 acres in the Kclob field is expected to seriously degrade
JEM I1 visual objectives and therefore should not be authorized
Based upon the past reluctance of the Interior Department to
investigate approximately 2000 acres of possible land use viola-
tions by industry, particularly in the management of coal resour-~
ces and reclamation, it could be considered doubtful that recla~
mation would be initiated on the above mentioned 2800 acres. In
addition, the statement "upon reclamation VRM Class Il objectives
would ke met where possible”, suggests permanent visual resource
dejradation and definately indicates that land reclamation is not
lassured (4-38).

Uncéer Impacts to Visual Resonurces (4-32 at J.), it is found
that "VRM Class Il objrctives could be exceeded during active
mine life for the onsite users.” In that active mine life is 25-
40 years, is it reasonable toallow VR¥ Class 11 objectives to be
lviolated/excesded for that much time?

ORV

Why are so many acres (1,057,300) designated as open to
ORVs?ls there any reason to keep large sensitive areas open to
| such use ({4-22 at para.d)?

There appears great cause for concern that the CBGA planning
arca 1is entirely open to ORV use at the present (3-21 at para,
3). ORV designation planning should be under the seasonal res-
trictions and the yearlong limitations as outlined in the Protec~
tion Alternative. Posting areas and identifying reasons for res-
trictions on signs would educate the public to the necessity of
imposed restrictions. Without restrictions encompassing critical
wildlife life sustaining periods and the protection of riparian
habitats, long term objectives, as stated in this DEIS will be
more difficult to obtain. ORV harrassmcnt of wildlife and destru~
ction of riparian habitat should be considered major impacts (4-
23, 4-42, Map 4.4).

Chapter 4 at 4-23 (para. 6) states that "minor impacts to
crucial big game habitats would result from unrestricted ORV use
during peak use periods by wintering mule deer, elk, and
antelope.” This statement appears incomplete and contrary to
lexisting data. Studies have shown that even roads have a
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7.63 The allotments identified are, in general, small in nature and have
few resource problems and/or low management potential. All of these
allotments will be included in the Habitat Management Plans. Any resource
conflicts which may occur in these lower priority allotments will be evaluatec
during the development of individual HMPs. The Proposed Plan focuses
primarily on significant resource conflicts,

Antimony Ranch. C category allotment. No resource conflicts have been
identified. Page R-2,171, DE1S.

Johns Valley, Change to M category, has no wildlife resource conflicts
identified. Page R-2.174, DEIS,

Pine Creek. No wwildlife resource conflicts identified. Page R-2,175,
Page R-2.175, DEIS.

Pole Canyon. M category allotment. Few wildlife resource conflicts
exist. Page R-2.177, DEIS.

Twitchell Ranch. M category allotment. Few wildlife resource conflicts

exist, Page R-2.178, DEIS.

Greenville Bench. C category allotment. Little opportunity to resolve
resource conflicts exists. Best management would be to reduce sagebrush
density and cover and increase plant density. This does not appear to be
economically feasible.

Minersville 3. M category allotment. Resource conflicts are being
resolved by the implementation of a deferred grazing system. Page R-2.22,

Bear Creek. M category allotment. Grazed below estimated capacity.
Cuggent grazing system is resolving wildiife resource conflicts. Page R-2.2,
DIES.

Buckskin Mountain. M category allotment. Few resource conflicts have
been identitied. Page R-2.4, DEIS.

fremont. M category allotment. Some resource conflicts exist, however,
most are being resolved through improved management as one of the best
allotments in the planning area.

North Creek. M category allotment. No wildlife resource conflicts

identified. Page R-2.26, DEIS.

South Creek. Changes in stocking rates, season of use and stocking rates
are proposed for this allotment. Page W-1.12, DEIS..

Spry. M category allotment. Inventories indicate little need for changes

in stockinY rates; deferred system should maintain wildlife habitat. Page
R-2.30, DETS.

Antelope. C category allotment. No wildlife resource conflicts
identified. Page R-2.36, DEIS.
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significan impact on elk. ORV use can only compound the iripacts.

7.77 Most of the resource is open under 211 alternatives. In
fact, over 90% is open (971,273 acres) under the Protection
Alternative, Shouldn't there he more diversity in alternatives
and rore land closs? to ORVs under the Protection Alternative?

LAYDS

Do tha 1590 acres of sage grouse habitat proposed for

disnncal undar the Planning Alternative include any strutting
grnﬁnf:? 1¢ so, khese areas shoulid not ba incluled in disposal
actions {4-23).

it of Cedar City (T36S,R11%W, approx. 784 acres) considered within
CDWR as outlined on Map 3.57 If so, the total CDWR acreage iden-
tified for disposal is 864 acres. How can CDWR be considered for

7.79 g7 acres of CDWR was identified for disposal. Is the acreaqe
disposal (4-23)7?

nder the Production Rlternative when BLM production will not
increase as 2 result, It would in fact decrease., If the Protec-
7.81 [tion Alternative purpose is to preserve, why is any land being
considered for disposal under this alternative? Have land exchan-

ces been considered as an alternative to land sales?

7.80 [; ¥why is so much land (41,400 acres) available for disposal
u

7.2 why is there no variety between the Planning, Protection and
production Alternatives in their treatment of Corridor
designations? Surely development of these corridors would produce
i{mpacts substantial enough to warrant alternative variety (s-7 at
2.b)?

7.83 r- Have publiz lands, currently considered for disposal, been
!considered for exchange? Can they be exchanged for private and/or
state lands which would be easier and more economical to manage?
Also, does the fact that land is difficult or uneconomical to
manage outweigh any value the land considered for disposal may
have?

7.00 | appendix Lands-3 coantains the admission that any'pipeline
’ leak/spill "would release relatively large guantities of
pulverized coal...which could affect the water quality of the
streams.” Pipeline P-2 (map 3.1}, as proposed, runs through the
mifdle of a CDWER, a fisheries habitat , a riparian habitat, a
bald eagle roost site and a VRM Class 1l area. It also runs
adjacent to two sage grouse strutting areas and another bald
eagle roost site. It light of the fact that the corridor does
not contain an existing right-of-way, it appears that an
alternative location for the corridor should be considered based
upon the potential damage a pipeline leak could cause.

Another cause for concern is the proposed construction of
Railroad "B" {map 3.1) through the middle of two sage grouse
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Antelope Springs. M category allotment. Allotment is currently stocked
at close to estimated capacity. Proposed facilities will improve livestock
and wildiife distribution., Page R-2.37, DEIS.

Dry Canyon. I category allotment, The actions proposed in this allotment
have now been included in the actions proposed on page W-1.15, DEIS.

Eight-Mill Hiil. M category allotment. Few wildlife resource conflicts
exist, Stocking rate is not excessive. Cattle grazing during this period
should be beneficial to mmule deer habitat. Page R-2.57, DEIS.

Pinto Creek., C category alliotment, Few wildlife resource conflicts have
been identified. Page R-2.111, DEIS.

Reservoir. M category allotment. Few wildlife rescurce conflicts., Page
R-2.115, DEIS.

Rock Springs. [ category allotment. The text (page W-1.15) has been
modified to include an adjustment in stocking rates. Page R-2.115, DEIS.

Sand Ridge. C category allotment. Few or no wildlife resource
confliicts. Page R-2.119, DEIS.

Sand Spring. M category allotment. Allotment is currently grazed at
estimated capacity. Resource conflicts exist, but do not appear to be
significant. Page R-2.119, D:ZIS.

Swett Hills. I category allotment. The proposed actions table on page

W-1.75 DEIS has been modified to include the establishment of a grazing
system,

Lizzies Hill. ™ category allotment. Current season of use is

satisfactory. Allotment is grazed below estimated capacity. Page R-2.86,
DEIS.

Long Hollow. M category allotment. Management practices appear to be
resolving wildlife resource conflicts.

Nada. C category allotment. Resource conflicts identified cannot be
{mproved or reduced through livestock grazing management. Page R-2.96, DEIS.

Cedar City Unallotted. Area is currently unallotted and has little
potential for land treatments. Page R-2.47, DEIS.

Fenton. € category allotment. Current season of use enhances crucial
deer winter range. While conflicts exist, there is little opportunity to
resolve these confliicts through livestock management.

Graff Point. C category allotment. No wildlife resource conflicts
exist, Page R-2.61, DEIS.

Green Lakes. C category allotment. No wildlife resource conflicts
exist. Page R-2,.62, DEIS., Allotment was not inventoried.
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7.85

7.86

7.87

strutting arcas, a CDWR, a fisheries habitat, a riparian habitat
, a VP! Class I} area, and two, count them, two ball eagle roost
sites, App~nlix Lanils-3 contz2ins the followinj a:lmission:

- Under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
impacts to fedorally listed species cannct be allowed. If a
hiologicel egssessment of the impact of a proposed projact
determines that a project may affect a particular species, formal
section 7 consultation with Fish and Wildlife Service is
require?. The consultation will include recommendations to
alleviate impacts to listed species or a recommenlation not to
proceed with the project.

{L-3.3) Pages L 3.2-3.3 describe typical environmental imapcts to
wildlife resources associated with the development of corridors.
In the description are impacts to nesting raptors and the
ohservation that "large raptors ([such as the bald eagle] are
quick to abandon nests.” Given the provisions of the Endangered
Specles Act of 1973, the potentlal environmental impacts of this
corridee development, and the fact that the corridor contains no
existing right-of-way, it appears that an alternative route for
Railroad "B" should be identified and included in the final
LE1S/RYP.

B Is the benefit from disposing of 1800 acres of mule deer
habitat greater than the loss of 1500 acres of sage grouse

| habitat and 80 acres of CDWR (4-23 at para., 1)?
MINERAL IMPACTS

Fven thouqgh the area is "not experiencing any damage presen-
tly® from 0il, gas, and geothermal exploration or extraction at
this time, the possibility exists that impacts could be substan-
tial in the future. Based on the Mt. Ellen controversy and the
difficulty in reclamation, it appears that BLM is lax in recla-
mation enforcement. The Planning Alternative would be feasible
and acceptabla under special stipulations if BLM's enforcement of
reclamation was more stringent and reclamation success was as-
sured through better management and more conducive climactic

[tonditions. However, because of these factors, the Protection
Alternative specifying "No Leasing™ on critical wildlife habitat,
especially critical winter range, is the only feasible alterna-
tive to ensure that continued reduction in wildlife populations
through decreasing habitat does not continue. Again, it should be
reiterated that in critical wildlife habitat areas, work areas
and road construction associated with exploration and extraction
should be reclaimed to the benefit of wildlife and to the exclu-
sion of ORV intrusion into these areas. Without such a guarantee
by industry and the BLM, the Protection Alternative must be
implemented in the final EIS. Comments by industry that favor the

“Production Alternative will emphasize their major commitment to
"unregulated” economic growth which can only lead to a continua-
ticn of the decline in wildlife habitat and numbers of animals
(4-23,25, M1.3, M4.6).
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Hole-in-the-Rock. C category allotment. Must conflicts atfect tivestock
grazing, tew wildlife reSource confliicts exist. Page R-2.68, DLIS,

Lower Summit Creek. C category allotment. No resource conflicts to
resolve. Page R-Z2.90, DEIS.

Parowan Unallotted. No livestock grazing and no conflicts are
identified. Page R-Z2.108, DE1S.

Summit. C category allotment. Few opportunities to resolve minor
resource conflicts exist., Page R-2.12b, DLIS.

Rock Canyon. M category allotment. Few wildlife resource conflicts
exist. Page R-2.157, DCIS.

Sage Hen Hollow. M category allotment. Few wildlife resource conflicts

exist, Page R-2.160, DEIS.

Shearing Corral. Unallotted area. Poor condition habitat is not related
to livestock grazing. Page R-2.165, DEIS.

7.64 There are no documented incidents in the planning area in which a
production area of .25-mile wil! not provide adequate protection to Utah
prairie dogs. Activities which have the most significant impact such as
burrow collapse or vehicle collisions with prairie dogs would be eliminated by
this protection. | .

7.65 The identification of woodlands suitable for management does not
preclude these stands from consideration for land treatment. The Proposed
Plan paints out the need for coordination of land treatments with the woodland
program. It will be the District policy to concentrate harvest programs on
Tands identified for land treatments to improve crucial deer winter range.

7.66 The planning criteria as well as the proposed actions within the
woodland program do take into consideration environmental concerns. Two of
the planning criteria deal with environmental concerns, "site capability for
sustained yield and impacts {of harvest] on other resource users". In
addition, an environmental assessment would be done which would address
environmental concerns. Finally, environmentally sensitive areas, including
riparian habitat and thermal cover for wildlife would be prohibited from
harvest (page 86, FEIS).

7.67 Visual Resource Management Classes are based upon inventory
guidelines (BLM Manual 8410), Resource considerations would not generally
alter the acreage within the alternatives, unless a proposed project would
significantly alter the VRM class. Visual Resource Management classes and
objectives are established in the RMP in conformance with other land use
allocations made in the plan, These are specific classes and objectives and
provide standards for planning, designing, and evaluating future management
projects (BLM Manual 8400.07). Only in situations where the scenic resources
are Congressionally mandated or specifically identified for protection witl
allocations for protection of scenic values be made (as in the case of VRM
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[gg[_ Pagn s-7 shous little diflerence in the oil/qas leasing

catnccries fron altsrnative to alternative. WWy? Shouldn’t the

protection alternative have at Jeast 501 of the resource areca
clesed to oil/gas leasing?

7.89 [ Paze 2-26 shows that a significant decrease in opportunity
for exploration would occur unZer the Protection Alternative.
Howevar, 921,000 acres would be available for category 1 under
the Pro*ection alternative with only 123,300 acres unavailable
fer leasing. The Production Alternative lists 1,061,900 acres
availshle far leasing under categary 1. That snall of a decrease
in acres available for leasing can hardly be considered signifi-
Lcant.

7.90 ®we are concerned with the fact that the Planning
Alternative, which is supposed to represent a compromise between
industry and the environment, proposed to reluce acreage eithin
the Category 3 and Category 4 oil, gas, and geothermal leasing
categories by 67% and 47% respectively while increasing acreaye
under the sacond catergory by 180% (Table 4.3 at 4-19). While
acrease under Category 1 is decreased by 65,200 acres, this only
represents a decreas of 6.5% with 921,500 acres still under
Category 1. This represents 86% of the planning area (4-20). This
hardly seems to represent a compromise.

7.91(— Why are only 68,000 acres of 82,700 CDVR acres and 1,500 of
6,300 acres of CEWR protected form oil,gas and geothermal leasing
and development under the Protection Alternative? 1If indeed the
range is crucial, shouldn't all of the acreage be protected under
that alternative which places highest priority on "protecting key
wildlife and riparian/fisheries habitats™ (s-5 at c. and s-
13,412

7.92" Why is there more coal listed for lease under the Protection
Alternative than under the Production Alternative? (see page s-8j
Also, there does not appear to be a significant difference
hetween the Production and Protection Alternatives in their
Ltreatment of coal. (s-8 at 4.b)

SOILS

7.931 Why does thes Protection Alternative consider less critical
and severe erosion acreage for improvement than either the Plan-
ning or Production Alternatives? Shouldn’t the maximum amount of
acreasze improvement be found under the Protection Alternative (s~
L§ at 1.b)?

7,94 In conclusion, the EIS has several weaknesses. There is no
trend data to determine stocking rates, the mixture of the No-
Action and PlanningAlternatives is unclear as to how different
resources will be managed and the obvious bias in resource
allocation and protection in no way balances the need for
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Class 1 areas). Therefore, the acreage considerations within VRN classes are
generally based upon landform, scenic values, visusl sensitivity, and distance
zones not on the degree of protection or production addressed in the
alternatives.

7.68 Since specific allocations for scenic respurces were not made (VRM
Class 1) in any of the alternatives, and no projects or proposals were
identified which would alter (long term) VRM classes or objectives, the
acreage did not change between alternatives.

7.69 Visual resources are considered by BLM as a valuable natural resource
which should be managed “to protect the overall quality of scenic (visual)
value” (BLM Manual 8400[.0Z] Objective [ 1984]). BLM recognizes relative
values of the visual resources varies on the public lands. In making land use
decisions, the relative value of visual resources along with other resources
such as riparian habitats, soils, and water and other resources are taken into
consideration before making decisions.

7,70 Within the Visual Resource Management program, latitude is available
to the manager to exceed VRM objectives. Visual resources are only one of the
many resource values which are taken into consideration in making resource
management decisions. The BLM recognizes that VRM objectives may be exceeded
in order to approve a project and the relative value of the visual resource
beijng impacted. On the other hand, BLM has also not approved projects based
upon impacts to visual resources. The VRM system represents a "management
tool" used by managers to identify the relative value of the visual resource,
analyze tradeoffs in making msltiple use decisions, and a "design tool” to
modify or ptan projects to make them compatible with the scenic resources,
where possible.

7.7 VRM class objectives are assigned to public lands to serve two
purposes: (1) an inventory tool that portrays the relative value of visual
resources, and {2} a management tool which identifies the level of acceptable
change to the characteristic landscape from a visual resources standpoint.
When making resource decisions, the VRM system provides information which
allows the manager to quantify the scenic values which may be lost as a result
of his decision.

7.72 The primary assumption used in analyzing the production alternative
provides for the enhancement of commodity production, including coal. BLM
recognized that VRM Class II objectives would be seriously degraded under the
production alternative. The Proposed Plan reflects that concern and will
require coal development be screened from critical viewpoints and VRM Class 11
objectives be attained after successful reclamation,

In the analysis of coal development, the conclusions on impacts to visual
resources assumes successful reclamation. General reclamation reguirements
are assigned to the coal lease and site specific mitigation technigues would
be assigned during resource recovery and protection plan preparation. The
Yessee shall conduct surface and underground coal mining operations in
accordance with the rules, terms, and conditions of the lease and approved
resource recovery and protection plan and any orders issued by the authorized

[ TSSO PRI
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resource deaveloprent and protection nor does it allocate forage
hatean 11v>"toch an’ «ildlife eauitably. The plen nee’s savaral
chang hefare it can reot the necessary criteria for
11)lennntut1nn.

Vs anpreciate the opportunity to connent. Thanks very much,

Corhal'l;((lé ’3‘%‘5 , ,(/_e&«,—

% Joff Clarz srdel) Patarson
/kosource Specialist  UVA Law Intern  Staff Mamber
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of ficer (43 CFR 3481.1(b]). 1In addition, a lease bond will be reauired with
respect to operations which 1s adequate at all times to satisfy the
reciamation requirements of the protection plan.

The statement on paye 4-38, " . . . upon reclamation VRM Class Il objectives
would be met where possible” refers to the fact that managers have the
discretion to exceed VRM class objectives (see Response 7-70). The statement
was not intended to reflect on the degree of success anticipated for
reclamation.

7.73 As noted in the analysis on page 4-32 (DL1S), primary emphasis was
placed an mitigation of visual impacts from coal development, from critical
viewpoints, namely 1-15 and Cedar City. Onsite users are expected lo make up
only 8 very small portion of total users. The primary emphasis of the
planning alternative is to mitigate polential coal activities from the
majority of the users.

7.74 Based upon public comment and further analysis on the affects of ORV
use on wildlife resources and crucial habitats, the existing and anticipated
DRV use patterns the proposed final RMP reflects the following changes in URV
designation: open, 1,023,700; limited to existing roads and trails, 47,700,
including 14,200 acres of crucial deer winter range 1n the Cedar Planning Unit
(seasonal limitation between January 1 to April 30), 11,100 acres of critical
sage grouse strutting grounds {seasonal limitation between March 15 to May 1),
4,400 acres of nesting and roosting sites for bald and golden eagles {seasonal
}imitation between February 15 and June 30), and 3,900 acres of critical
prairie dog habitat (yearlong limitation). The limitations on riparian
habitat is unchanged at 14,100 acres (yearlong limitation).

The majority of the planning unit will remain open to ORV use, Consultation
with Utah Division of Wildlife Resources indicates that there are no
documented conflicts on the majority of crucial big game habitats, nor did
they indicate 3 need to establish restrictions on use. In addition, during
the BLM intensive inventory, there were few areas where ORV use was causing
concern., Upon further consultation, UDWR did indicate that the Parowan front
was an area of concern, mainly from sightseers viewing deer during critical
winter periods. The 14,200 acres identified for seasonal limitations reflects
that concern. On the remaining crucial deer winter range, no impacts have
been documented or anticipated.

7.75 The Final RMP reflects changes made in ORY designations and
represents a compromise on placing Vimitations on crucial deer winter range
(see Response 7.74), Specific methods of implementation of ORV designations
will be made in the ORV implementation plan and will include posting of areas,
providing interpretive material, patrols, and monitoring.

ORV harassment of wildlife habitat and destruction of riparian hahitat are
considered and reflected in the Proposed Plan (Page 50, FEIS).

1.76 Currently, most ORY use resulting in harassment to big acame is
reported around the Cedar City area. As a result of your comment and
reevaluation of the ORV use information, the proposed plan will provide
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seasonal protection to crucial deer winter range beginning south of Cedar
City and running north Lo just above Parowan, Utah. Little or no URV use
occurs in areas used by wintering elk (see Wildiife Map 1) during crucial
winter periods.

7.77 Acreage identified in the protection alternative reflected the
interdisciplinary team analysis of the sensitive resources. It reflected the
maximum protection of sensitive resource, regardiess of whether or not the
resources were currently being impacted. The alternative did not include
acreage or critical watersheds because they are located in terrain which is
not suitable for ORV use. The critical watersheds are identified on Map 3.7
(DEIS) and represent areas of extremely steep slopes, deeply incised canyons,
boulder areas, or pinyon-juniper areas containing dense tree cover.

The diversity of acreage identified for ORV designations between alternatives
does not represent an arbitrary decision on acreage. It represents resource
considerations, potential conflicts, and need for protection of sensitive
resources from ORV use.

8BS ¢

7.78 There are no known sagegrouse strutting grounds on the land proposed
for disposal in the planning alternative.

7.79 The 80 acres you referred to is located in NW1/4SW1/4, Sec. 19, T. 35
S., R. 10 W. and NEV/4SEV1/4, Sec. 28, T. 35 S., R, 11 W. and is not part of
the 784 acres northeast of Cedar City. The 784 acres are part of the COWR but
are recommended for disposal only in the production and not in the protection
or planning alternatives. They will not be proposed for disposal in the
proposed plan, The 80 acres are also part of the COWR but are proposed for
disposal .in both the production and the planning alternatives of the draft
statement. The 80 acres are recommended for disposal because of their
isolated location in private land and because they are part of a State
quantity grant application (Miner's Hospital List No. 130). The State's
application also included 82 acres of CDWR in NE1/4SW1/4 and lot 6, Sec. 25,
T. 355S., R, 11 W. The 82 acres were inadvertently left out of the Planning
Alternative for disposal (Appendix Lands-1, page L-1.6). The total acreage
for the State quantity grant application is 162 acres, all of which should
have been proposed for disposal in the planning and preduction alternatives.
In addition to the 162 acres, approximately 5 acres of COWR in lots 6 and 7,
Sec. 29, T. 28 5., R. 6 W. are also proposed for sale to solve an
unintentional residential tresspass. This entry is also in error as it
appears in Appendix Lands-1, L-1.1, in that the acres appear as 122 rather
than 5 acres and they were not listed in the planning alternative for
disposal. The State's application for the 162 acres has been cleared by the
State of Utah Resource Development Coordinating Committee, approved by the
Iron County Commissioners, and an environmental analysis written. There are
no policies that prohibit the disposal of COWR, but generally planning has
recommended retention. In this case, however, most of the land is scattered
parcels isolated by private land lacking legal access and is, therefore,
difficult to actively manage and protect as critical deer winter range.
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Yo correct the errors of the Draft statement, the proposal for dicposal of
critical deer winter range is amended so that, except for gapproximately 5
acres in Section 29, V. 2B 5., R. 6 W, and approximately 162 acres in 71, 35
S., R. 10 & 11 W. No critical deer winter range will be considered for
disposal.

7.80 The production alternative places primary emphasis on making public
Tand and resources available for use and/or development, Environmental values
would be protected to the extent required by applicable laws, requlations, and
policies. The goal of this alternative is to change present management
direction so that the identified issues are resolved in a manner that
generally places highest priority on the production of commodities such as ail
and gas, coal, and livestock forage. Lands identified for disposal are
relatively low in productive values and are generally difficult and
uneconomical for the Federal government to manage where potential for mineral
or oil and gas production may exist. These values are retained in public
ownership and only the surface estate is disposed.

7.81 The 1ands being proposed for disposal in the protection alternative
are those lands that are Yacking in significant resource values, are in excess
of any public need and meet the requirements of FLPMA for disposal. They have
also been screened through an interdisplinary review process and found to be
free of significant resource conflicts. To preserve these lands in public
ownership would not serve any useful productive purpose and would prevent any
use or development that could be made of the land in private ownership. Land
exchanges are considered as a method of disposal. Therefore, lands available
for disposal are simultaneously available for exchange.

7.82 Your comments on corridor designation are acknowledged and the
proposal changed so that only those corridors for which a need has been
expressed and for which an adequate impact assesswment has been completed are
proposed for designation. In addition, it is also proposed that a regional or
statewide study and analysis be made of corridor needs and additional corridor
designations made based on that analysis. At this time, the Proposed Plan
nominates for designation the Southern California System preferred route, the
Utah System preferred route, and the Utah System alternative route for the
Intermountain Power Project into two corridors, Eoth corridors are for power
transmission lines. The corridor locations are shown on Lands Map 2 in the
Proposed Plan,

7.83 Public tand within disposal areas generally will be made available
for disposal through sale or exchange or both.

The fact that land is uneconomical or difficult to manage does not override or
outweigh any value the land considered for disposal may have, Disposal of »
tract must serve important public objectives which outweigh other public
objectives and values which would be served by maintaining the land in Federal
ownership. For example, of the 1,071,400 acres of public land in the planning
area only 53,400 acres were identified as meeting FLPMA criteria for

disposal., OQut of the 53,400 acres, 12,000 acres were elimirated from
consideration because they contained valuable resources, such as coal,
geothermal, or mineral deposits. An additional 4,400 acres were identified as
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being valuable for public programs, such as management of wildlife habitat and
livestock grazing, leaving 3b,800 acres available for disposal in the plenning
alternative,

7.84 Your comments on corridor designations are acknowledazd and the
proposal changed so that many areas of conflict will not be encountered by a
proposed corridor. In addition, it is also proposed that a Regional or
Statewide study and analysis be made of corridor needs and additional corridor
designations made based on that analysis. For a discussion of the proposed
changes refer to comment 7.62.

7.85 Your comments on corridor designation are acknowledge and the
proposal changed, In addition it is also proposed that a regional or
statewide study and analysis be made of corridor needs and additional corridor
designations made based on that analysis. Ffor a discussion of the proposed
changes refer to comment 7.62.

7.86 Your comments on the disposal of COWR are acknowledged and the
proposal changed so that except for approximately 167 acres, no CDWR will be
considered for disposal. For more detailed discussion, see Response 7.78.

The sage grouse habitat identified for disposal consists of small, scattered
isolated tracts which, because of their location or pther characteristics, are
difficult to actively manage.

7.87 In selecting the oil, gas, and geothermal leasing categories and
stipulations, the Cedar City District must comply with BLM policy and IBLA
decisions. These require that the least restrictive s-ipulations necessary to
protect sensitive resource values be utilized. There is no evidence in the
planning area that seasonal no-surface occupancy stipulations will fail to
adequately protect critical wildlife habitat. Decisions regarding reclamation
of exploratin roads in critical wildlife habitat areas would be made on a
case-by-case basis through the Application to Drill/Environmental Assessment
process based on input from staff wildlife biologists,

7.88 BLM is required to promote, foster, and encourage mineral development
through a variety of laws (Minerals Leasing Act of 1920, Mineral Policy Act of
1970, Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, etc.). Utah State
Office policy establishes criteria, stipulations, and guideiines for
alternative formulation and analysis. These legal and policy reguirements
include multiple use interdisciplinary consideration of a full range of
resource values, but do not address an arbitrary closure of portions of the
area on simply a percentage basis. Additionally, lease law developed through
a variety of cases before the Interior Board of Land Appeals consistently
rejects arbitrary restrictions to fluid mineral leasing which have not been
based upon demonstrated resource needs. For additional discussion of the oil
and gas category system, refer to response 7.9.

7.89 The major significance of the 123,300 acres of category 4
(No-leasing) in the Protection Alternative is: 1) it represents an 8200
percent increase in No Leasing over the existing situation and 2) these areas,
which makes up 12 percent of the planning area, represent blocks of land
sizeable enough to contain petential oil and gas fields. While the potential

]
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for the existence of oil and gas fields is thought to be relatively uniforn
within the planning area (except in the Mineral Mountains ares where it is
very low), any sizeable loss of land area from the possibility of exploration
is considered significant from a statistical point of view. Since 123,300
acres of No Leasing represents 12 percent of the planning area, this is
considered significant.

7.90 The objective of the planning alternative is to provide the least
restrictive oil, gas, and geothermal leasing stipulations necessary to protect
sensitive reesources in accordance with BLM policy and IBLA decisions. See
also response to 7.88.

7.91 As a result-of your comment a complete reevaluation of both il and
‘gas categories and the amount of crucial big game winter ranges was

initiated. A significant amount of error was found in the acreage of public
land identified to be crucial deer winter range. Errors resulted from the
areas drawn as crucial range crossing site write-up area boundaries. The
acreages reported in the DEIS were for the entire site write-up area acreages
rather than those portions actually within COWR, resulting in an inflated
acreage value. The proposed plan has corrected these errors and now protects
slightly more acres of crucial winter range than actually occurs (see Summary).

1.92 The coal screening process has been applied to 37,000 acres. This
should be the same for each alternative. The planning alternative shows
32,000 acres. This is a typograpnical error that will be corrected in the
proposed plan. Application of th2 coal unsuitability criteria does not vary
by alternative because the criteria, applied in determing "unsuitability", are
prescribed by law and regulation and generally are not discretionary. For
this reason the unsuitability criteria were applied prior to generation of
alternatives, The VRM class 11 lands were the only resources needing
protection identified subsequently to the application of coal unsuitability
criteria. The objectives of each alternative are reflected by different
levels of protection for the VRM Class 11 lands.

7.93 As explained on page 4-58 of the DEIS, fewer acres would be
considered for improvement by ltand treatments because of possible conflicts
with wildlife values. In addition, adjustments in grazing practices would be
limited to changing the level of Tivestock use or the season of use by
Tivestock in this alternative. Critical erosion areas in allotments which
would be reduced to 40 percent of capacity to improve {see page 4-59 of the
DEIS), but not enough to change condition class, Other critical erosion areas
which would only receive adjustments in iivestock grazing levels to the
carrying capacity and/or would receive changes in season of use to benefit
wildlife would be expected to respond less than if these same areas received
periodic rest from grazing as would occur under propusals in the Plianning and
Production alternatives.

7.94 See responses 6.1, 7,13, 7.25, and 7.30,
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1860 LINCOLN STREET
DENVER, COLORADO 80295

MG o
Ref: 8PM-EA 1584

Mr, Jay X, Carlson

Bureau of Land Management
484 South Main

Cedar City, Utah 84720

Re: Draft Cedar/Seaver/Garfield/
Antimony Resource Manzgement
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr, Carlson:

The Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection Agency has
reviewed the referenced document. We have appreciated the opportunity to
discuss our concerns with you, Our detailed comments are enclosed.

The charts and tables in this RMP/CIS are well done and are valuable in
presenting comparisons be‘ween alte-natives. As you know, our concerns reiate
primarily to water quality and watershed management implementation planning.
We believe tha* the RMPs are an extremely important mechanism for acdressing
the long-term management of these resources, Consequently, there are several
asoects of watershed management and nonpoint source water poliution control in
which the RMP could establish more definitive, stronger programs and goals.

Extensive site-specific project planning and impact analysis will be done
under this broad RMP/TIS, We believe that there will be a continuing need for
pubtic and other agency involvement in planning scme of these projects, The
process and oppartunity for this involvement should be clarified.

Based on our concerns and the criterfa EPA has established to rate the
adequacy of draft environmental statements, we have given this draft €IS an
£3-2 rating. This means that we have environmental reservations regarding *he
proposed action and we believe that further evaluation and modification of the
alternatives are needed in order to establish a stronger long-range resource
management program, Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Please
contact Doug Lofstedt of my swaff (303-844-2460 or FTS 564-2460) for any
continuing EPA assistance that may be needed.

S{ncere1y yours,

//M//( oy

Jack W, Hoffbuhr
Acfing Assistant Regional Administrator
for Policy and Management

Enclosure
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8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

EPA Comments on BLM's Draft Cedar/Beaver/
Garfield/Antimony Resource Management Plan/
Environmenta) Impact Statement

The discussion of erosfon problems on pages 3-28 through 32 and in
Appendix Soils-1 {s an important indication of the condition of the resource
[base. We are concerned about the streambank and gully erosfon, and the large
amounts of land with moderate and critical erosfon. What are the annual per
acre soil losses from moderate and critical category lands? How much {s
natural and can't he corrected? We believe that the RMP/EIS goals for
rehabilitation and restoration of these conditions need to be more extensive
and better defined, 1In order to do this however, it appears that the RMP
needs to target more specific watershed {nventory activities. It is unclear
why reductions to man-induced "moderate” erosion rates have not been
addressed, What are the targeted gully and streambank erosfon control
[ projects and thefr priority ranking?

- Some spec{fic erosion problems by allotment are noted in Appendix
Range-2, It 1is unclear whether the erosion problems are comprehensively
addressed. On many of the allotments, erosion 1s noted as being “excessive"
and that increases in vegetation would be used to reduce the erosfon. What is
"excessive" and how much erosion reduction would be achieved? The value of
improeving vegetation condition to reduce erosfon seems to be contradicted by
the statements or page 4-27 and 4-52 which state tha* {mproved grazing
management f{and resulting plant cover improvements) would not be able to
improva the erosion condition class, The RMP/EIS should deal more
ajgressively with the use of vegetation condition improvements through
management to reduce erosion, -

We commend the desfgnation of lands needing special stipulations for of}
and gas leasing, Special stipulations to help facilitate {mprovement of areas
of critical erosfon (as mapped on page 3-31) deserve consideration. It
appears that the environmental restrictions, except possibly for sofls, have
been fdentified to the extent needed to facilitate site-specific requirements
for indf{vidual applications for permits to drill,

The current Utah water qualfty standards, Yncluding designated beneficial
uses and use protection criteria, should be included as a planning base,
LStreams meeting or exceeding these standards should be identified.

The problem of sediment Yoading s mentioned on page 3-4, How extensive
is the sediment loading and sediment yfeld in the various watersheds? How
much of the erosion impacts water quality? What 1s the impact of the sediment
on the stream and reservoir (such as Minersville) designated uses? What are
the nutrient cantributions? The EIS should more clearly 1ink the sediment
Toading problem to sediment reductions and water qualfty improvements that
Lcould be achieved under each alternative.

8.1 The BLM is concerned about streambank and qully ernsion and the
resultant sedimentation of down slope areas. However, BLM does not currently
have, nor does it expect to obtain in the near future, data at the level of
detail requested. As a result of our own evalualions and Ynputl f1om LPA,
other agencies, and private individuals, BLM s proposing to develop Water<hed
Management Plans (WM') addressing the need for more and better information
regarding areas of significant erosion, water qualily, ground water resources,
and salinity of surface water, As discussed in the Soil, water, and Air
Program Directives section of the Proposed plan, priorities for individual
Watershed Activity Plans will be identified in these WMPs. A reduction in
sediment yield due to increased plant cover would also be expected on moderate
erosion class areas that would receive intensive grazing management,

8.2 Information currently avaiiable regarding erosion problems in the
CBGA planning area is not uniform areawide, and in many cases, highly
subjective. The term "excessive" in Appendix R-2 is based on & subjective
observation by specialists in the area and generally indicates that some
visual evidence of erosion is present at the site. Nou gquantative measurements
of erosion on these sites are currently available. Controlled evaluation of
these suspected erosion areas will occur during the WMP inventory evaluation
process, Methodology and priorities for stabilizing erosion areas will be
determined during the Watershed Activity Plan phase following preparation of
the WMP,

8.3 Existing or potential erosion can be adequately administered through
the application for permit to deil) process and stipulations and mitigations
under 01) and Gas Category 1, Riparian areas sensitive to erosion wi?l be
protected under o0il and gas category 2, stipulation 4 (no surface occupancy
within 400 feet of live water).

Critical erosion areas are a potential problem in most oil, gas, and
geothermal exploration., Not enough definitive information is available to
warrant special leasing categories for critical erosion areas at this time,
However, special protective stipulations for erosion control will be generated
and applied to application permits to drill (APDs) on a case-by-case basis.

8.4 These concerns have been addressed in the Soil, Water, and Air
Program directives included in the Proposed Plan. Current water guality for
some selected streams in the CBGA planning area is included in the current
State of Utah 305 report. BLM intends to comply with standards established
for the various stream segments on public Yands.

8.5 BLM currently has little data guantifying sediment loading of stre s
headwatering or passing through on public lands. As discussed in the Soil,
Water, and Air program directives of the Proposed Plan, BLM intends to
coordinate with State and local agencies in gathering and evaluating pertinent
data.
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8.6 [_ Another watershed-related concern deals with ORVs, The ex{sting impacts 8.6 Watershed-retated concerns were analyzed when ORV desianations were
f ORY uce on soils and vegetation conditions should be disclosed formulated. The criticsl watersheds contained in CBGA and gen ?rally Yocated
(page 3-21). We would 1ike to see management of these resources as a on sites which are not suitable to ORV use. The sites (DEIS Map 3.7) are

criterion for ORV planning. However, in only the case of riparian areas does
it appear that soiis and vegetation are considered. We believe that the
Protection Alternative presents a very reasonable, justffiable approach to
seassnal protection of wildlife resources. Why isn't it the preferred
action? What are the seasonal or yearlong protection needs for the other
resources as mentioned?

. We commend the fn-depth treatment of the riparian and aquatic habitat
resources. We support the Protection Alternative's more aggressive approach
to management of thes» valuable resources.

~

ha 1 tha Gamntsbdon wman agement o
nave 1 Lig Yegelualion management p

se ]
grazing impacts. used as an {ndicator of the "he
value" of the veaetat!on for 11ves+ocx forage production {page 3-37). From
the definition of range condition, {%t appears tha*t range condition {s a better
indicator of erosion control value than ecological condition. This should be

~rlanifiad T4+ - nn—‘In-.v- hat: wmanan randisian Jmrnmavamonte WiTT sawmun mandad
Ciaritiad, 1T 15 UnC'ear NowW range CoONGILIoN Improvements wili Serve neeued

lerosion control, veqetation ecological condition, and watershed improvements.

=]

s Existing ecological condition, range condition (existing and planned),
and big game habitat condition ({existing and planned) are given. We recommend
¢clarification about how the gpecific resource evaluation fnrhnwnugg will be
inteqrated at the watershed and allotment levels to plan and monitor watershed
improvements.

8.9 [ Well over half of the BLM land has vegetatfon in low to medium ecological
condition (page 3-37). Why is so much in such low condition? What {s the
implication of this situation to water quality and other watershed values?
Apparent1y, the RMP/£1S does rot target 1mprovements in these conditions. We
would Tike to see the RMP/EIS address ecological improvements to be achieved
land relative value to watershed protection needs.

8.10[  Because of the need for watershed resource improvements in varfous land
areas, we question the preferred action of "treating” 70,000 acres of land by
chaining, burning, etc. in the next few years to improve forage production,
wWha* are the quantified and unquantified costs and benefits? Use of these
treatment funds to establish the needed resource management programs first
(such as rest-rotation systems, erosion control, water quality/riparian area
protection, and moni'oring) deserves serious consideration. Under this
approach, for exampls, it appears that the uvéTgTaZIHQ which would continue on
205,000 acres under the preferred alternative {page 4-25) could be prevented
Jnuch more quickly.

generally located on steep slopes, deeply insized canyons, boulder areas,
rocky soils, or pinyon-juniper sites containing dense vegetation cover. There
have been no documented impacts from ORV use {see Response 7.77).

The Proposed Plan does reflect a need for additional inventory of critical
watersheds {Page 79, FEIS). 1f additiona) data reveals contflicls with ORY

watersheds add data reveals contlicls with us

or that ORV use is contr1but1nq to watershed problems, additional ORV
limitations may need to be addressed in the Watershed Activity Plan,

'l

The proposed Final RMP reflects additional changes in ORV designations and
d

places additional limitations opn crucial deer winter range, threatened an

aces add tat deer range, ened
endangered species habitat, and sensitive species habitat.

8.7 Neither ecological condition or range condition is a particylarly
'good indicator of erosion conditions on a g1ven site, Improvements in ra
condition would, as discussed on pages 4-27, 43, 58, and 59 of the Draft
resuit in improved erosion control, and an overall stabilization and
improvement of watershed conditions. Depending on the theoretical climax
species associated with a specific ecological site, the seral stage may be
higher or lower with improved range condition,

qe
i

n
e
Eis,

8.8 Please refer to responses 8.1, and 8.2 and the Watershed Program
Directives of the Proposed Plan.

8.9 Please refer to the discussion on soil erosion condition on pages
FTHQ threrink 203 af tho frafit F1C and fo Boconacsc + sa

3-¢5 through 3-32 of the Oraft €15 and to Responses 7,29 and 7.31.

8.10 The 70,000 acres of treatments presented in the Planning Alternative
for ana1ysxs purposes have not been carried forward as decisions in the
Proposed Plan., Precise acreages and types of treatments will not be finalized

until formal agreements, AMPs, etc. are developed. At the time these grazing
plans are developed, benefit/cost analyses will be performed on all proposed
projects to determine economic efficiency. Such benefit/cost analyses are not
performed at this time because final treatment- facility needs are not yet
known, Management prescriptions have been developed for the allotmentis with
significant resource problems which will address the watershed and suspected
overgrazing concerns that you list (see Table Range 4, Proposed Plan).
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8.11

These varfous watershed management concerns Yead EPA to question the
statements on page 2-8 which claim that protection of "important watershed
values on all Yands” will be ensured. Furthermore, the relationship of the
RMP 31ternatives to at least two sectfons of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 also is unclear, In Section 102{a}(8), Congress
requires that the quality of the “ecological, environmental,” and "water
resource" values will be protected. Section 401(b)(1) recognizes the
substantial amount of range land in deteriorating condition and establishes a
"range rehabilitation, protection, and improvements" program to benefit
Tivestock, wildlife, and watershed protection.

Ve believe that the concept of establishing watershed management plans
drserves serious consideration fn the RMP, The RMP could also be an {mportant
mechanfsm for stat{ng the basic management objectives for each major
watershed, After watershed plan development, the s{te-gspecific activity plans
could then be designed to achieve specific goals for watershed resource
(vegetation, soils, wildlife habitat, water quality, etc.) management.

A See Responses 8.1 and 8.4.
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ANGUS and CHIARINA
SIMMENTALS and MAINE ANJOUS FANCY FEEDER CLUB CALVES
YARDLEY CATTLE CO.
Breeder of America’s Finest Cattie
GILBERTT “Gib” YARDLEY Box 228 WALLACE D. YARDLEY
FRESDENT Beaver, Utah 84713 VICE PRESIDENT
Phone (501 13&212’\1
Swgast &, 1504
Jay k; Cgrlscu; Tean Lesuer
Buresu of land Meznagerent
Cedar City, Uzah Bu7¢0
CECAR BEAVER GAHFYALD ANTIMCLY RESCURCE MANAGEMEwT PLAN/ENVInOWMEN yAn, IMPACL SIATIM
Dear Sirs '
I em sending my comments to you regarcing the s5ove Fuviromental Impact Statement
for the Beaver, Cedar, Antimony, and Garfield areas. I sm President of the Beaver
Coutity Cattlemens Asscciation and I em writing as representing the views of wost
cther catlemen in this area and also as a permittse in the Garfizld aves wnd as 9.1 See Responses 7.2 and 7.13.
by rnad eltiren of this area and of this grest coantry, The United States . .

:fvimirizzfe & ¥ 9.2 In the five-county region used in the DEIS {Beaver, lron, Garfield,

This plan is so emtensive and large that I feel that a lot cf 1t is a waste and

& terrible wasts of taxpeyers money, There are some parts of it that are Ox, It
is certainly a big job to dry to read and digest and understana such an extensive
rlan,

We feel that the Altermative Plan that should be choosan is Alternative # 3
the PHUDUCTION ALTSRNATIVE, We think thav the Putlic Lands that are adwinistered
by the ELM ahould be managed for thelr maximur procuction, and I feel tbst any
lands that camtt be fully managed snd that are mot in a good land pattern should
g.1 {be cisposed of through sals and exchange. Ii IS 1ERRIDLE FOx IHE BLM IC FPAVOR
THE #NC ACIIUw ALTEENATIVE as the proposed sction for GRAZING MANASD Zy, It
looks like you don't care about imprcving the ranges and carrylng cavadryy of
9.2 [Four lands. Iivestock Graxing and production is Lthe mcat basic of any industry
l—;n tte planning sress You have tried in this statment to play this down. T
don't agree with your statenent that only 12 pereent of the total employment in
the eres i3 directly releted to sgriculture. It is a lct higher than this end you
shculd give these racple a lot more consideration in the Enviromsntsl Impact Statem

THE budget ¢f yeour cepartment is larger than it bes ever been, but ycu are deing
less to improve the ranges now than you have ever done, All the mcney is being spe
cn wages for a larger work force vho write more reports, many of whick are unnessar
and very wasteful, The werkfcrce should be cut down anc the money used for range

improverents, and this is tie greatest thing that you cn do & improve the econwny

AV
Tl

The Brand o Quality

Kane, and Pajute Counties), total empioyment was reported as 12,392. Combined
farm proprietor and farm wage and salary employment was reported at 1,466
employed. This equals 11.8 or approximately 12 percent. County-by-county
breakdowns are as follows:

Beaver Barfield iron Kane Fiute Total
Total 1,629 2,143 6,726 1,452 4472 12,397
empioyment o
farm proprietors 207 209 376 122 134 1,048
Farm wage and 103 27 230 27 a1 a18
salary ) v
Percent farm 19 11 9 10 7
employment ’ i

It should be pointed out, however, that these figures {table 3.3, page
thg_D§}§) represent only reported direct employment in agricultural

activities. HNonreported employment (such as family workers in some cases) and
indirect employment such as in transportation, farm implement sales, wholesale

trade, services, etc.) would account for a much Yarger portion of regional
employment, giona
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9.4

9.5

2

these locai coemunitiesn, The Haraing Alternutive # 2 ctoula be tle Ond Lest rlan
el the de

[The Uveh pratrie deg has Leen cro;-ed from the endrngered spscizs Msi an? should
te ¢ropred from this sietus ie your xazxsx Iv;act Stitem-nt, This eninel 43 8
devig¥icn to any peisze of rangeland, It is werthless lake flicg and mesquitosam
| #xo should not te protecteds

Wild hLorse herds sheula not ce increased, tut eshculd te nafatained at & renagetle
level,

[Ycur Lani Disposal recomaendaticns ere gond ans Lnis progran should be dmplimented
45 Bon 85 pOSiiTie $nd ectiin tsaw amrcalaceye Jfrur statencnt  says thot thire
are 3 iswd ercnaged az process in thiz pleanning ares, Cne was dmplinents in 196D
aud the cther 2 atcut 10 years sgne THIS Iy A DISCPACE tc mever get these exchange
Lmade and tc just d-ag them on forever. With ail ¢f the personell that )-u have
working for ccur tesuresu, end tn let trese exchanges take this lcog de negligence
ane wiste Of tny Very worstdagree and shculd nct te tolerated in the future, If tt
reat ¢f yrur lard Sispesal acticons sre ac slcy as thege emses have heen than it
will mrver get Jrue, &nd this should not te permitted to he;rens You norple should
use sxie proven tusiness reartices that 1)l private fnuustry ana bussinesy must use
ir crder to survive and stay ir tuainess,  No tusinegs could ever survive end keep
g2irg A7 toyy were as negligent and irras§on:1tle a8 you pucrle gre with lancd
218 FL1

Cn fage 2-2C Lt is otated that %.tem livestock use adjiusitents are Lr;lemented bty
dectsfom, dv will Le bageC cn FX cperator consaletisn end moritoring er ruscurce
condlvi.ng,® This is good ouu iv 318 nol done scws of “tr time tul should always
t2 deoes 1 was alae glad tnat you sald on page 3-2L, "Pekevers cf ttis EIS, howew
should rascpntize the limitations or vegetaticm Inventory cate, ant must te surporte
ty the results ¢l wonivoritg studies tefcre making torase allocaticn ceclaicns,.*

"I am ncw acdressing an? writing sbcut my own allo‘reniss i hyve Dever Lecen contass
or given a ctanca cr oppurtunity to rarticivats 2n any range studies or envalise on
1y allctmentse Cme year agC I told the fKenab Bir ¢ffice thet I wanced to partietps
in thrse sand they let me do i this year !‘&{_‘ih; f“;rst timss I don't egree with th
TefCTt Ch W-2-% that there ars 123, scree,or L) Ge Hatital in peor conéiticm, I thi
1s truc then #Iwcalo like it testrred to the Yery best condition possible.

Fegarding the Asay Crzek Allotment on pege R-2-lhhi, I don't agree with the Emexying
estivated stocking level cf sny 39 AUM and the long terw of LS AUNe Our cettle hav
always grared in ecnnca cn the Gravel Bench allctment snd this should be regoagnire
I don't went to overgrats shy of my allotmeuts bocsusc I went my csttls to alweys
Frocuce to thelr upacst espacity and tc do well. If they are ever locsing welight
cr nob gaininz I vant them moved off of the allctaent and I have alwavs moved them.
1 tave used an averegs cf 151 AiMs end thess cattle have dore very well on this
sllcinente I have continuously bees sftcr the Kensb ELM perscnel to get a renge
izyrovenent prograx for this allctment and I told them that I would vut ur some

of the woney to get this allctrent to produce the mcet possitle, but I have never
gotton a bit of cooparation from the BIM in this regard,

Flskermen slong Asay Creex in this sllctment bhave baen and are ¢ontinuing to drive
threugh those meadows elong the cresk to fish, They are maving rcads in these wet
readows and cigging ruts. This 4s very unsightly and ceuses erosion and destroys
xy fecds T have teen ater the BlM ever mince 1 heve cwned this permit to gel a
stop put to this devastating practice and not allow off road travel in this besutif

allctment. But the EIX has never taken eny action, whatsowwer, in this regard grd
i1t is wey past tirme that sonething be done, I wculd like imnedsate action on !i.is.

9.3 The Utah prairie dog was recently delisted as endangered and now
carries the status of threatened. However, the Endangered Species Act of 1973
requires that species considered as threatened or endangered be protected on
public lands from actions which would adversely affect their habitat. As
such, the continued protection of the Utah prairie dog on public lands is
still required by law.

3.4 Your comments on pending land exchanges are acknowledged as valid
concerns. Unfortunately, land exchanges are, by policy, low priority and are
often superseded by other higher priority work. Exchanges require a
considerable amount of detailed transactions and can experience technical
difficulties in their processing which can also tend to delay their completion.

9.5 Based on the inventory of the Asay Creek Allotment concluded in 1981,
the estimated capacity has been identified as 39 AilMs. As explained on pages
2-20 and 21 of the Draft EIS, adjustments fn grazing use levels will be made
only if monitoring results indicate that such adjustments are necessary. HLM
is aware of the localized soil erosion problems and loss of forage resulting
from vehicular use of meadows adjacent to the river and is interested in
discussing further possible solutions, including signs and barriers.
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9.6

2 my Winnd» lreek Allcirent, I don't acrer with the rhort tem, estimated
onins lovel ©f TL Adres I Reve eanzre hee this fully stocked with te €5 LiMs

tat I ar sllotéc &na fer thae reacca I can't asres with the average actual uce
tta ic listed or pape 2-2-1%L. I do agre: sith the long term estimated stockhg
level ¢f 130 AUMse This is & very ercellent alictment thet produces a lot ¢f feed.
It is stated that 55¢ acres could Ye drak tr:ited. I s ree with teais 212 wouls
Lis 4o heve this treated ame inproved as scon a5 Pessivit, I have been triing t-
et the EIM to cc this gver since I hove had this rermit bub the: have dcne

Lifthi I ¢43 ues this allowent as tn in £rd cut permit.alrmy witt w, private
lend,

v sevevrel yoars agn I fercer the privat: land seceraste from thies albiment,
I e carrying out & rest rctatien grazing system on tetk of these allovments cn my
own.sexyed I am grazing each allo'rent at a different seescn each yeor sc that
the range will etinually improves I only want 4 graze 1 of trese allotments
each year in tte gring snc let the ovher one rest durinz the growing scasor in the
sprirg esch yeoar.

Flease glve these comments your very mca™ sericus considerghion tecause therr

rapresent the views ef a lcu ef cther cattlement who are elther toc busgy or won't
take the time to comment,

Thenking you very much, I am,

Yours viil,;r“l N
. -

9.6 The grazing capacity of the Minnie Creek Allotment is currently
estimated to be 74 AUMs based on the 1981 survey. This estimaied capacity
will need to be verified by monitoring studies before adjustment wouild be
made. BLM understands your concerns and appreciates your efforts to improve
the vegetation resource on allotments on which your livestock graze. We look
forward to working with you in achieving these goals.
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fﬂ-\ g:wea Slates god
H * Depsrtment of onservation
WA), Qroetmen Conser P. 0. Box 11350

Salt Lake City, UT 84147

August 7, 1984

Jay X. Carlson

Team
Bure
444

Ceda

Leader

au of Land Management
South Maia

r City, Utah 84720

Dear Mr. Carlson:

We have reviewed the USDI Bureau of Land Management draft Resource Management
Plan environmenta) impact statement for the Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony

Pian

0.1 [1.

10.2 |2,

10.3 3.

ning Area. Our comments are as follcws:

The planning and production alternative both provide for increased
vegetative cover which will overall provide better protection for the soil
resource base. However, localized increased utilization recreation and/or
forest production can cause severe ercsion problems. Site plans should

be dsveloped to minimize sofl erosfon.

The use of ecological condition instead of range condition would more
accurately access the impacts. Range condition, as used fn the statement,
is essentially forage condition. Ecological condition would reflect the
s0i1, plant and animal components of the site and could be used in
assessing all impacts instead of only the forage conditfon.

Map 1.1 s Tabeled incorrectly.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment.

Sincerely,

' l&mé-@

FRANCIS T. HOL
State Conservationist

cc:

Peter C. Myers, Chief, SCS, Washington, DC
Sandy Long, DC, SCS, Fillmore, UT

Lorin Hunt, DC, SCS, Cedar City, UT

Tom Simper, RC, SCS, Cedar City, UT

Carolyn Wiarda, Soi) Scientist, Cedar City, UT

The S24 Conservaton Sarvce

Wire

Depertmant of 2 jruullyre

10.1 Watershed activity plans addressing specific erosion prehlem areas
will be developed following completion of Watershed Management Plans {WMPs).
Major surface disturbing activities would be identified and mitigated as part
of the Environmental Assessment process.

10.2 As discussed on page 3-37 of the DEIS, BILM recognizes ecologica)
condition as an important tool in projecting or measuring plant community
responses at the ecological site level. BLM intends to use ecological
condition in the preparation of activity plan level allotment management plans
and herd management plans.

10.3 Map 1.1 has been corrected to refiect your comment.
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RESPONSES TG LETTER No. 11

EX{ON COMPANY, USA

POST OFFICE BOX 120 » DERVER, COLORADO K201

EXPLORATION DEPARTMENT
WESTTAN OIVISION

e reasvomoy August 13, 1984

Mr. Jay Cerlson

Dr2ft RMP/E1S Team Leader
Bureau of Land Manesgement
444 South Main

Cedar City, UT 84720

Dear Mr. Carlson:

Exxon Company, U.5.A. is pleased ta hsve the ospportunity to comment on
the Draft Resource Monagement Plan end Environmental Impact Statement
for the Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony plenning units in southwest
Utah. Exxon has a strong interest in the planning process fer federal
public lands because many of these lsnds have potentiel for oil snd gas
discovery end development.

We have examined the Draft Resource Management Plan snd Environmental
Impact Statement (DRMP/EIS) for its range of alternstives end their
impacts, especially as it reletes to oil and gas exploration snd
cevelopment sctivities, We sre encouraged to see oil, ges, and coal
considered by the plan as multiple use rescurces. 1In addition, we
eqree with the Bureau's assessment that a moderately high oil and gas
potential exists along the Wesatch Hingeline.

Exxon applsuds your plen's recognition of the importance of minersl}
resources. Meny times land use plens seem to eddress only surface
resources such as wildlife, grazing, end recrestion and berely con-
sider potentiel]l subsurfece resources such ss petroleun, coal, hardrock
minerals, and geothermal energy. We tecognize the difficulty of
essessing, for planning purposes, the impacts of potentiel development
of subsurface resources. In many cases the needed gpecific resource
information may be lacking even though an srea msy be generally
ecknowledged es having & high potentisl for miners]l discovery. Our
exgnination of your plan's impect analysis indicstes a thorough study
of the aveilasble published informstion.

A DMSKC, OF EXION CORPORATION

No Comment [dentified
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Hr. Jsy Cerlson -2 - August 13, 1984

Exxon strongly endorses the Buresu's practice of periodically re-
viewing the continued applicebllity of its vearious oll and gas leasing
cstegories. We feel that there are two significent benefits of such
periodic reviews. First, they provide opportunities for resolution of
conflicts between efforts to protect surface resources snd the ac-
tivities necessary for economic development of newly discovered sub-
surface resoutes. Second, they permit re-evaluatjon and madificstion
of lease stipulations in order to facilitate, where sppropriate, oil
and gas explorstion sctivites.

Exxon also notes with apprecistion the Buresu's willingness to re-
8ssign less stringent category designations where circumstences per-
nit. ¥e strongly supoort the redesignstion under the Preferred
Alternative, of 22,900 ecres of lesssble land from the "No Surface
Occupancy” category to the "Leases with Special Stipuletions® cete-
gory.

In summaty, your recognition of the importsnce of wineral resource
potential, your periodic review of lessing categories, and your
willingness Lo consider reassignment of category designations ate, in
our view, important factors in responsible land-use planning., We hope
your efforts in this direction continue.

Thank you for the opportunity to tomment on the Cedar/Beaver/Gar-
field/Antimony Draft Resource Msnsgement Plan. Should you have any
further questions or if we can be of further help, plesse contact Mr,
Amos Plante at (303-789-7550) or Mr. Fernando Blackgoaet (303-789-7488)
in cur Denver affice,

Slnce'

““W. Praetorius
FB:rma

¢ - Mr. . Blackgoat
Mr. R. R. Dern
Kr. A. A, Plante
Hr. T. F. Walsh
Mr. J. A. Willott
Mr. C. L, Wilmott
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The Wilderness Society
1720 Race Street

anann

Denver » OO 80205

Morgan Jensen

Cedar City District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P.0. Box 724 .

a ey Utah 84720
Cedar City, Utsh {8720

Dear Mr, Jensen,

The Sierra Club wnd The

involvement in the management of public lands in Utah.
are ccomments on the Cedar, Beaver, Garfield,

Management Plan,

decision.

736 S. M£le!land
v
i

Please consider thasgae in malkid

Sterra Club

10 August 1984

Wilderness Society continue our
Enclosed
Antimony Resource

ne o final
enese In making @ final

We request to be retained on your mailing 1ist for all
fssues relsted to public lands and to recejive notice of any
environmental analysis or planning amendment concerning the areas

that are commented on in our comments.

¥e further request

written notification of any planning decision, Vo

Thank you for your help,

/} ~a/7
wa (ol
Japmes Catlin

Conservation Chairman
Utah Chapter of the Sierra Clud

N

s

(0(&\@\7:
WAL

Mike Scott

Southwest Region
The Wilderneas Snciety
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12.1

12.2

12.4

Cedar Beaver, Garfield, Antimony Planning Ares
Planning Issues

fnroughout the wilderness review and other resource management
;rograns the Slerra Jlub has raised issues wnich need
consideration, Seversl of those {ssues ralsed are considered in
the wilderness review of this area., Unfortunately, we can not
{find where we were given notice of the scoplng process for this
218, In checking Chapter 5 of the DEIS, no mention {s made
“hether the publlic was informed of the issue gathering stage of
[ihis plan. Could the 8LM please check to see {f we were sent
notice,

v t2m32 a32uat of 4ork has gone 1alo prepsring tnis plaa. Tha
aaps are helful in seeing the proposed actions, They are an
enormous lmprovement aover the Grand R.«P maps. The comparison of
alternatives table {3 siwple and offers a good summary of the
difference between the proposed actions in each alternative,
There i3 a conflict between the map and table on ORV
designations, The maps says "limited" and the table says
"closed™, dany of the appendicies are very helpful. While the
firage managemenage alternatives (appendix range 2) does not have
information foage trends and condition, there is good informaticn
an permits sold, grazing system, and problems and coaflicts,

1his 13 quite helpful but could be laproved.

[fhile the tables in the grazing budgets are interesting, there is
no net tabulatlion of the economic benefits of grazing., There is
a net tabulatlion on the sales of fire wood. We request that a
table be included in the final that totals the range economic
benefits and costs for the planning area,

The following 1ssues need to be considered in this plan,

(1. Many of the major land use decisions for public lands are
made in separate fragmented actions without the couprehensive
environmental analysis required in the planning process., The
plen makes no analysis of the economic or resource impacts of
leasing of oil ana gas, coal, and other minerals. While pational
and regional guidance is needed, the major policies on land use
need to be made in the RMP and not restrained by fragmented
lauxillary administrative policies,

[Ahile mention is made to most of these within the plan, the
actual land use declsions are cccurring in other documents,
l.easing for oil and gas has no plan which considers leasing need
.r economic return to the public, Coal leasing 1s covered in s
[regional EIS.

These major actions need to be considered §n the plan., Seperate
decision documents fail to adequately address conflicts,

12.1 The public was informed of scoping meetings on issue identification
through publication of a notice in the Federal Register (Vol. 45, No. 71,
April 10, 1980), notices carried by locaT and reqicnal media, and through
direct mailings. BLM mailing list records for the issue identification phase
of this plan indicate that the following individuals in the Sierra Club and/or
Wilderness Society were contacted:

John A. McComb Isaac €. Eastvold Linda wade
Sierra Club Sierra Club Sierra Club
Washington, D.C. Catlifurnia Calitornia

Brian Beard
Sierra Club
Utah Chapter
Logan, Utah

Sierra Club
Utah Chapter
Salt Leke City, Utah

Nina Doughtery
Sierra (lub

Utah Chapter

Salt Lake City, Utah

Ruth frear The Wilderness Society Dick Carter

Sierra Club Washington, D.C. The Wilderness Society
Utah Chapter {ttah)

Salt take City, Utah Salt Lake City, Utah

12.2 The error on ORV designation is noted and will be changed in the
Final tIs.
12.3 Refer to response 6.2. Over the 20-year planning horizon, 1t is

estimated that $562,000 would be required in personnel or work manth costs and
$3,424,000 in project costs for a tatal of nearly 33,000,000, Direct income
from grazing fees {at the cureent $1.37/A0M) s petmated at newn by
32,414,000, Benetits to watershed and witdlife, which would accrue as a
result of improved rangeland management, are not accounted for in this
tabuialion because no resources to HLM are generated by these programs. 1
should be noted that these figures are tentative because final treatment and
facility needs will not be known until allotment management plans or formal
grazing agreements are established with range users. The $3,414,000 presented
in the tahle represents the cost in current dollars of constructing all
treatment and facilities displayed for the Planning Alternative for | cateaory
allotments an Appendix Range 2 of the BLIS.  These prujects were dentif ied h}
the interdisciplinary team as being capable of resolving the prohlems and
contlicts and meeting allotment objectives identified tor each allotment in
the same appendix. They do not represent a proposal, however, because, as
stated above, AMP or formal agreements have not yet been estahlished.
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Sierra Club and Wilderness Society Comments
Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony RiP

12.6 [2. Coal development directly adjacent to Zion National Park

4ould significantly impact the air quality, the water shed that
feed inte this park, the visual resources of that area, wildlife
hadita%, ye® uninven%toried plant and animal species, cultural
resources, the wilderness designa%ion pot2ntial of those lands,
tand other regionally important value found in this area,

12.7 [3. The BLY is not receiving fair market value for the commercial

services and goods the BLi is supplying to the public in grazing
1nd minerals managemen®t programs. The plan lack any report on
finaclal costs or payments on BLM programs and offers no
difference in budget and revenue between the alternatives,

12.8 [S. On a map where have vegetation manipulation from chemicals,

fire, or machines occurred? Again on a map, which areas have had
eview of mineral withdrawal review since the passage of FLPMA.

12.9 F:. What areas are now leased?

12.10 [3. what areas are now claimed for locatable minerals? What

mining plans are in effect and what special development
stipulations are in place?

Since these issues were raised several times in writing to the

8L¥, we request an explanation as to why they were not being
{considered in the RMP.

The Federal Land Poliey Management Act requires several issues be
considered. These issues also appear not to have been adequately
considered and given priority as Congress has directed:

12.11 [To. The net value of archaeological sites has and will add to

our understanding of America before the Europeans arrived, These
resources are being destroyed both accidentally and deliberately.
The destruction of some of America's most {mportant wildlife
habitats 1s accelerating. Increased motorized recreation is

12.4 Resource impacts of mineral leasing were analyzed in Chapter 4.
Economics with regard to development potential were discussed in Chapter 3,
Minerals.

12.5 A1l major land use decisions on leasable minerals and applicable to

This planning area are made in the Proposed Plan. Policy requires that oit,
gas, and geothermal leasing categories be periodically reassessed through the
planning process. This has been done and adjustments are included in the
Proposed Plan. Reglations require that the coal screening process (commonly
referred to as "Coal Unsuitability") be applied fhrough the planning process
in order to determine those lands which are available for further
consideration for coal leasing. This has been done and is included in the
Proposed Plan. Additional site-specific analysis will be performed prior to
leasing as required by law and regulation.

12.6 No resource conflicts with Zion National Park were identified
regarding the coal unsuitability criteria that were applied. Additionally, no
comments were received from Zion National Park officials regarding coal
teasing,

1t should also be noted that this phase of the coal screening process,
including a call for resource information, application of unsuitability
criteria, multiple resource analysis, and surface owner consultation is not a
final leasing determination. Further resource evaluation tract delineation,
site specific environmental analyses, tract ranking by the regional coal team,
and preparation of a regional coal and tract selection based on regional
leasing. Additionally, coal unsuitability criteria 16 (floodplains), and 19
(aliuvial valley floors) will be applied prior to leasing in accordance with
43 CFR 3451, This will include the analysis of the offsite impacts, inciuding
, potential impacts to Zion National Park.

It should be noted that because of greater than 200-foot overburden depths,
the Kolob coal involved could only be mined by underground methods and that
the surface impacts incident to underground mining could only be known during
mine plan evaluation shoyld leasing occur. Mitigation measures to prevent
adverse impacts onsite and offsite, including potential impacts on Zion

causing both primary and secondary impacts to important wildlife National Park, could be determined at that time.
species, ‘plant communities, and water resources, Grazing
continues to damage important natural resources, Important relic
natural communities face major disturbances. Visual, scientifiec,
and recreational opportunities are being degraded, and in some
l[cases lost. !

12.12 [T1. Commercial operators on public lands are making profits from
public land resources at a cost less than that offered by
non-publie lands. Leases and permits are being granted, and
management projects conducted to subsidize permit and lease r-)
&?lders. v
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12.13

12.14

12.15

12.16

12.17

12.18

12,19

12,29

12,21

Sierra Club and Wilderness Society Coaments
Zedgar, “eavar, Garfieid, and aAntineny RiP

©2, The LW is not directly monftocring the production of
resources on pubiiz lands, Oil and gas production information is
monitored by the pernittee not the agency. Direct monitoring by

the agency is needed.

[T3. Very little objestive data or documentation exist on the?®
forage condition of the range and current animal use. Decisions
o0 g-azing management are made without adequate objective
l3~3trsis 2f long-tern range goanditlon,

3
o

Ma. Gradual changes in animal and plant populations are not known
and are not properly assessed at the present time. The impacts
L>f management actions on these populations need to be predicted.

175, Public land sales are proposed without fleld inventories of
natural Tresources, without important public need (or ssle, asnd
without analysis of the benefits gained from sale against the
leests. This plan needs to include this analysis,

TE. It is well known that an excessive number of coal, oil, and
gas leases have been issued on federal lands. The effect has
Leen to render lmpractical the multiple use of resources,
Sxcessive leasing has made mineral exploitation the dominant,
single use on most BLM lands.

[T7. No greater waste for no net benefit to the public is possible
on BLM lands than off-road vehicle use, Alternate recreation
methods are restricted by ORV uses, Wildlife populations and
habitats are degraded, Grazing operators see increased damage to
the range and grazing facilities, The problem grows, and yet the
lng has not acted to protect all of the public lands.

[19. Mineral entries threaten important amrchaeological sites,
endanyered and threatened species habitat, aprings and important
water courses, significant recreation areas, lmportant scenic
visual resources, etc. The majority of mining claims do not meet
the necessary requirements to be deemed valid, Hining plans are
lnot currently evaluated adequately, and modifications are not

[50. The permitted grazing use in many cases exceeds the carrying
capaclity of the land.

[21. Stipulations commonly found on mineral exploration permits
and special use permits allow often conflicting activities with
{ew requirements for reclamation, The application of
stipulations fails to adequately covered protection of critical
l[resources.

12.7 Fair market value is received by BLM for commercial goods and
services in which BLM has discretion to charge such fees. Grazing fees are
estahlished by Congress and reviewed annually for adjustment in response to
shifts in grazing tee rates on similar private or State owned yrazing lands
livestock market conditions, etc. In the minerals program, the Mining Law of
1872 establishes the rights of individuals to locate minerals on public lands
and provides no discretion to BLM to collect fees for mineral location. Ffees
collected for mineral leasing (oil and gas, getohermal, coal, etc.) are
established by their respective enahling statutes. Pefer to response 6.2 in
which estimated expenditures and revenues for the implementation of the
proposed plan are provided by program,

12.8 Vegetation manipulations completed by BLM on public lands are
contained in a current Job Description Report (JDR) file at each of the BLM
area offices. 1In addition, identifiable treatment areas were mapped an 7.5
minute quadrangle maps during the 1980-82 soil/vegetation inventory. Because
this information is readily available for site specitic use at the activity
planning level, the preparation of another map is considered unnecessary. A
review of most withdrawals was completed in 1982 prior to the CBGA planning
effort (see pages 2-14 and 3-7 of the DEIS). Review of withdrawals is not
discussed in detail in the DEIS because it was not identified as an issue.
Information regarding the recent withdrawal review is available for study at
the BLM Cedar City District Office. Additional withdrawal reviews are
fdentified in Utah Instruction Memorandum UT IM 84-297 and will he completed
by 1989. Because mineral withdrawal is not considered a planning issue due to
Yack of any land use conflicts, no map has been provided shawing areas
previously reviewed for withdrawal. This information is avatiable through the
Cedar City District Office.

12.9 Currently, approximately 95 percent {essentially all excepl Category
4, No Leasing) of the Public Lands in the District are leased for oil and'qas
through the simultaneous and over-the-counter leasing system. Since most of
these Jeases are on a revolving 10-year basis and as such it is extremely
difficult to accurately portray an area the size of the Planning Area, no map
depicting status has been developed. Specific information on a given lease
area is available through the respective resource area office, the listrict
office, or the State Office.

12.10 Locatable minerals were not identified as a planning issue because of

the lack of resource conflicts within the planning ares regarding locatahle

mineral development. However, the areas claimed for locatable mineral are

shown on the Utah State Geographical Index available from the BiM litah State

gffice. No plans of operations are in effect within the planning area at this
ime.

1211 The values of these sensitive resources sre currently, and will
continue to be, protected within the laws providing for such protections. No
significant losses of the resources listed {cultural resources, relic
communities, visual resources, scientific or recreational opportunities) have
been identified for the Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony Planning Area.
Resource conflicts with livestock grazing, wildlife habitat, and watershed
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12.22

12.23

12.24

12.25

Sierra Club and Wilderness Society Comments

Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony RiP

22, The Secretary of the Interior declded not to consider areas
less than 5,000 acres for wilderness consideration. BLY
districts in other areas have reinstated those areas baczk into
the wilderness review, The Cedar District has not done this on
Spring Canyon. No explatnation has been made on what the BLM has
recommended. With no explaination, the BLHM dropped this area
while not dropping other areas which are less than 5,000 acres.
This area needs to be reconsidered in the wilderness review,

23. The BLH needs to consider in the plan the comments submitted
2y the Sierra Clud and Wilderness Socielty during the wilderness
study phase. These comments are at the Cedar City District
Office,

[24. The BLM has allowed federal funds to be used for the

personal benefit of grazing operators and members of the Grazing
{Advisory Council.

[25. What is the regional supply for products and services that
are now supplied by publiic lands? On public lands, other federal

lands, local government lands, and private lands, what resources
lare available?

{25. What alternate resources both on and off public lands can be
used for the same end use? Many of these resources have readily
avallable sources, such as fire wood, Conservation of energy
including recycling of materials needs to be considered for
meeting future needs and for reducing the demand for fos5sil fuels

land wood fuels.

conditions have been identified and managment prescriptions developed for
their resolution (refer to Appendix Range 2, Appendix Wildlife 1 and
Riaprian/Fisheries 1, and response 8.11 respectively).

12.12 BLM receives payment for commercial uses of public land in accordance

with specific laws governing such uses. Refer also to responses 6.2, 12.3,
and 12.7.

12.13 BLM is directly monitoring resource production on public lands in the
planning area. At the present time, no production of ¢il and gas is occurring
in the planning area.

12.14 Although monitoring and actual trend data is limited in the planning
area, extensive information regarding current plant composition, occurrance of
big game species, and condition of big game habitat was collected and analyzed
during the CBGA inventory and EIS process. This information is cataloged
individually for over 1,900 site writeup areas {SWAs). See also Respaonse 7.25.

12.15 Please see Response 7.25.

12.16 A1l public land proposed for disposal has been analyzed and found
suitable for disposal in accordance with the criteria found in Section 203 of
FLPMA. They have also been subjected to analysis by an interdisciplinary team
of resource specialists and administration to determine what resources and
programs might be affected.

After consideration in this land use plan, each disposal will be analyzed
further in an environmental analysis/Jand report to analyze the purpose, need,
and environmental consequences, and provide for additional public comment.

12.17 Issuance of coal, o0i1, and gas leases on public lands in the planning
area is administered in full accordance with law establishing the rights of
individuals to pursue such resource development opportunities as a legitimate
component of multiple use arrangement. Within the planning area there are no
documented incidents in-which mineral leasing practices have precluded or
rendered impractical the multiple use management of public lands resources.

12.18 Page 3-17. The BLM recognizes that ORV use is a legitimate use of
public tands and that planning for that use will be incorporated into its land
use plans and regulations (Executive Order 11644). The CBGA DEIS did analyze
the effects of ORV use (pages 2-7, 2-17, 3-21, 4-2, 4.7, 4-8, 4-22, 4-38
through 4-42, 4-54, 4-55, 4-57, 4-59, 4-66, and 4-69). The proposed Final RMP
considers ORV use conflicts and addresses actions (seasonal Timitations) to
reduce conflicts with wildlife and riparian habitats (see also Response 7.74).

12.19 Minera) entry is administered under existing regulation (43 CFR 2809)
in_accordance with the Mining Law of 1872 as amended by the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 to assure the prevention of undue
and unnecessary degradation. Mining claim validity is evaluated when resource
conflicts are identified which constitute undue or unnecessary degradaion,
occupancy trespass, damage to legislatively protected resources, etc. At
pressent, there are no mining plans in effect in the planning area.
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Planning Criteria and danagement Stig
2rv3 Lyt anz wiLd2rness loziacy D

Cedar, Basver, Garfjeia, and Antimony Planning Areas' RP

Ihe selection of an alternative is guided by the planning
criteria established with goals. The DEI5 (Draft Eanvironmental
Inpact Statement) table of contents show five pages of criteria
(pages 1-4 vo 1-9), Page 1-U4 correctly explains that criteria
are "standards and constraints identified by the manager and
interiisciplinary teams to gulde development of resource
msnagement decisons.,”™

Lothta otme i3z isantiiliciitin stale, we a@t: Laterestes La

pe:nz involved in developing the planniag criteria, While many

.of the issues have criteria listed several do not, In some of

the criteria, inadequate attention i3 given to reporting all the
TEy legal requirementa the plan must meet, Thers are no planning
eriteria that guides QORY use designation, manag=ment of locatable
minerals, None of the criteria require "fair market return" on
lthe use of pulic land's resources,

ﬁll of the area is open to ofl and gas leasing, one of the most
surface disturbing activities, Inadequate provision Is made for
erosi1on c¢cgntrol, reclamation requirements, or vehicle use., The
exploration roads are apparently made permanent with no provision
to reqjove vehicle use and reclaim the area after exploration or
(development actions end.

[The preferred alternative allows uses which conflict with the
403l or objective in this case. One example of this is the
prefered alternative allows the all ORV use {n critical soill
erosion areas and withing criticsl wildlife habitats. ORV use
will increase erosion in those areas and impact wildlife
populations.

This is not an uncommon occgurrence, As the resource areas are
discussed, many of the preferred alternative decisions conflict
with the published criteria. .

The Sierra Club and Wilderness Society requests that the planning
criteria include the following:

[T. ‘Critical Watershed:

* Develop sedimentation monitoring to quanitatively measure
the effect of management on water quality.

% Designrate areas significantly contributing to
sedimentation 8s areas of critical envircnmental concern,

* Establish sedimentation threshold levels and a planning
period water quality level which will be monitored,

* Begin soil sedimentation and salinity erosion trend
analysis giving five year changes in 30il degradatation.

-5 -

12.20 As discussed on page 3.35 of the DEJS, 63 allotments have actual uyce
Tevels greater than the estimated grazing capacity based on the recent
inventary. However, it should be restaled that this is an estimate and
permitted livestock levels will be determined foliowing evaluation of
monitoring results. For a discussion of grazing use adjustments, see pages
2-20 and 2-21 of the DEIS.

12.21 There are no documented incidents within the planning area in which
stipulations currently attached to mineral exploration permits are failing to
provide adequate protections to critical resources.

12.22 The DEIS (page 2-24) states the Cedar City District position on
Spring Creek Canyon inventory unit (UT-040-140). The District did not analyze
the unit due to pending litigation nor did it choose to analyze the unit under
Section 202 of FLPMA. There are currently no WSAs of less than 5,000 acres
being analyzed in the State of Utah in RMP/EIS efforts. As stated in the
DEIS, BLM will analyze the suitability or nonsuitability of Spring Creek
Canyon in the Statewide EIS if the inventory unit is reinstated to WSA status
or in a planning amendment if the Final Statewide wilderness EiS is completed
prior to resolution of the suit. Comments received at the, Cedar City District
would be analyzed in the Statewide EIS should the unit be reinstated as a WSA.

12.23 As with all public lands users, personal benefits accrue to grazing
operators as public land management and facilities are maintained or

improved. The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 prescribes the formation of Grazing
Advisory Boards to advise BLM in grazing management decisions and that
portions of the grazing fees collected be invested in range betterment. In
Utah, the boards serve in the distribution of range betierment funds wthin the
District. As range betterment fund investments are affected and the bepefits
of rangeland improvements are realized, the range and the range users incur
benefits as was intended by the passage of the law.

12.24 BLM is required to develop land use plans on public lands within the
planning area and is not provided with administrataive jurisdiction over lands
of other ownership, or outside the planning area. Since administrative
Jurisdiction is not extended to these areas which are outside the planning
area, the supplies of goods and services available from these areas are not
subject to discussion administered under this plan 3nd, therefore, will not be
incorporated in analyses of this RMP/EIS, Impacts to regional supplies of
goods and services from public Yands in the planning area have been analyzed
and are displayed in each alternative in Chapter 4 of the DEIS;

12.25 Refer to response 12.24.

12.26 Your comment {s noted and guides for ORV use designation have been
Tncorporated in the proposed plan. A "fair market value" planning criterion
has not been incorporated into the plan because no decisions are being made
which would affect any fee rates on public lands resources. Section 102(9) of

2.47
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# In these critical watershed areas, mineral exploration
and development activities have stipulations which limit
publie QRV use to maintained roads, allow no road
construction in ma‘or washes or on sSlopes steeper than 5%,
and require closure and reclamation of exploration and
development facilities ineluding roads.

* Mineral exploration access be excluded from sensitive
surface Wwater courses.

2. Livestock Grazing

12.30 * Fliminate overgrazing (over utilization) of public and,

* Identify indicator animal and plant specles which are
sensitive to grazing. These species should not be limited
to major game species or plants found favored by domestic
stock.

* Develop threshold levels measuring the quantity and
quality of indicator species for each grazing area.

* give priority in range budget use to develop adequate
forage data, From this data, develop range condition trends
on forage, water quality and quantity, wildlife diversity
and populations, CRV use, etec. {(Range trends are not now
known.)

* Objectively monitor actual grazing use of public lands by
wild and domestie animals, (Currently, the BLM has not
reported on any field inventories of actual domestic grazing
use,) Actural use may not follow the permitted perlod or
permitted number.

* Remove grazing use from from fragile riparian zones, from
endangered plant species habitat, and during lmportant
pericds from eritical winter range for game and nongame
wildlife.

* Reduce grazing use in allotments where wildlife
population levels and riparian hadbitat impacts reach a
threshold level or when the forage trend is downward.
Remove or reduce grazing from breeding grounds, nesting
areas, and critical wildlife habitat. In the case of
antelope and elk, this means removing grazing from their
critical feed and breeding habitat.

-6 -

FLPMA reads, ". . . it is the policy of the United States that -- the United
States receive fair market value of the use of the public lands and their
resources unless otherwise provided for by statute. . ." No proposals of land
use decisions conveyed through this RMP are inconsistent with or violate this
provision of the law.

12.27 Erosion control and reclamation requirements are very important.
Stipulations to prevent erosion and ensure reclamation are developed during
environmental assessment for any Application Permit to Dril), based on site
specific situations (see Onshore 0il and Gas Order No. 1 and 0il and Gas
Provisions, Second Edition). No policy exists to automatically leave
explortaion roads in place after the project ends. Decisions regarding road
closure are made during the environmental assessment phase of an Application
Permit to Drill and are based on consideration of the best use of the specific
area with due consideration to all resource values in accordance with land use
planning decisions and objectives for the area. )

No policy exists to automatically leave exploration roads in place after the
project ends. Decisions regarding road closure are made during the
environmental assessment phase of an application to drill and are based on
consideration of the best use of a specific area with due consideration to all

resource values in accordance with land use planning decisions and objectives
for the area.

12.28 The preferred alternative has been changed to reflect additional
information and analysis on the effects of ORV use on crucial deer winter
range {see Response 7.74, page 50, FEIS). Your assessment on the effects of
ORV use on critical erosion areas is also correct in that use would increase
erosion. However, the nature of the terrain within critical watersheds is not
conducive to ORV use, and in many cases, precludes that use. In addition, no
documented problems exist on critical watershed areas, nor has any erosion
been linked to ORV use (see Response 8.6). BLM will monitor and complete
additional surveys on critical watersheds (page 79, FEIS)., If additional

conflicts are discussed at a later date, then adjustments to ORY designations
would be made.

12.29 These concerns are addressed in the Soil/Water/Air program directives
section of the Proposed Plan. See also Response 8.3.

12.30 These points have been considered in the preparation of the
alternatives presented in the DEIS. BLM is committed to preventing
degradation of the vegetation resource and improving that resource where and
when it is economically feasible. As discussed on pages 2-20 through 2-22 of
the DEIS and in Appendix Range 3, BLM proposes to implement an extensive
monitoring system. As explained in Table 2.1 on page 2.4 of the DFIS, if and
when big game numbers increase, additional forage will be allocated for their
use. A cost benefit analysis will be performed on all range improvements as
part of an AMP implementation package prior to implementation or construction.
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Limit range improvements (vegetation changes and water
evelopment) to areas where the costs clearly are less than
snef1ts, wnere no quantifiable increase in sedimentation
ill occur, where wildlife range and populations &re not
ff__;- Athar nYanninae snale aea l‘l—-'

mat Range
ected, and other planning goals are irst met, Range

..m:um.. -

mprovements funded by public money should be given a
priority lower than protection for wWwatershed, wildlife,
wilderrass, riparian hatitat, and areas of critical
environmental concern,

. Seduzz zrazting from 3r233 wha=e siznificznt erssion is

L cccurring.

3, Wildlife Habitat R

* pesignate habitats of threatened and endangered (T&E)
speclies and species being considered to be added to the T&E
1ist as areas of critical environmental concern.

¥ Reduce wildlife conflicts with water resources through
allowed grazing level and period, fencing, and offering
alternate water suppiies,

¢ Establish target wildlife populations which represent the
populations that the resource area would normally support
under natural conditions, Plan wildlife conflict reductions

to mee these targets

* validate the nlledged wildlife benefits from range plan
community destiruction due to chemical applicstions, buraing,

L. chaining, and other forws of vegetation manipulation,

T, Off-road Vehlcle Use and Management

The planning criteria need to more clearly sSeparate recreation
vehicle usa (axight asseing, hunting, ete.) from permitted uae
(grazing, mining, oll & gas, etc,). Permitted vehicle use s
managed under the specific language of the permit. Permittees
often confuse public use resirictions which do not actualily
affect permitted use,

We request the following ORV use desination criteria be used:
#3Closed®® Closed designations be wmade in areas where

stmnificant imoacts from vehicle use has or will ceccur in
significant lmpacts from vehicle use has or will sccour, in

designated wilderness areas, desjgnated primitive or natural
areas, relic biologlcal communities, endangered and
threatened species habitat, archaeological sites, areas
where ORV use would impact important nonmotorized
recreation, aress which have no existing vehicle wayva which
would be impacted by ORV use, riparian habitat and water
resources, areas where the BLH lacks the budget to manage

-7 -

12.31 During BLM scoping (1980}, inventory (1981-82) and analysis phases,
the criteria of "Importance and Reievance® were applied to the habitats of
threatened or endangered species. As stated on page 1-6, these species are of

management concern and require that special proteciiren be provided., The
planning team analyzed threatened and endangered species habitat and found
that none of these areas meet the criteria for ACEC designation.

gBoth the comments concerning wildlife conflicts with water resources and

petabhlichod CiYAY 3L 4
E3LE0ITSNET WilGriTe 1

..... foce arm Adicciiccod

el populations are discussed on page 1-8 of the DtiS
under the forage management issue., The criteria given on page 1-8 were also
used to direct management decisions concerning wildlife habitat and Yand
treatment of their habitat. In many instances, the treatment of decadent
stands of pinyon-juniper or sagebrush would bhe bereficial. However, the

trea

it of sagebrush on crucial doeer winter ram o, for example, would he
nt of ucial deer winler ranyge, for example, would be

detrimental to crucual ranges. These types of act\ons were evaluated and
their impacts on wildlife habitat given in the DEIS.

12.32 The planning criteria were inadvertently omitted in the DEIS, but

\.nl\ he included in the Pronosed Plan [(naane ] Thoese nlanning criteria
oposed Plan (page 1 wese planning criteria

were developed and documented in the ResourcE‘HanagvmonL Action Plan (December
17, 1980, Bistrict files). The planning criteria included:

a. The capability of soils and vegetation to withstand ORY use.
b. The protection and impacts on other resources and users.
¢. The consideration of the area for pubiic safety.

d. Impacts on local populace.

vvvvv opui =

e. Public demand for different kinds of ORvV use.

In addition to the local planning criteria developed in the Cedar City
District, BLM concidered "NDesignation Criteria" (43 CFR 8342.,1), € xecut iy

CFR 8342.1), Executive

Orders 11644 and 11989 in the de5|gnation of CBGA for ORV use. Blanket
criteria leading to a closed, limited, or open category were not utilized, as

2.49
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ORV use, and wildlife habitat during critical seasoans,

** imited** Limited designations should occur on lands
under wilderness study, areas of c¢ritical environmental
concern, land important for domestic and wildlife range,
The limited designation be applied to lands where sustalned
uee of the existing vehicle ways will not cause impacts to
the adjacent lands, the travelled way, livestock & wildlife
populations, and other nonmotorized uses, Specific ways
open for use %o ORVs within areas designated as limited
snould be marked in the field and maps produced which are
available to the pudlic, Within limited areas, the ways
designed for use should be only those needed for recreation
use, which don't prevent confliets to other resources (for
example, ORY use2 increases archaeological site destruction),
and can be managed for resource protection under the BLM
budget.

¥*¥0pen¥* QOpen designatlions should allowed on lands which
have proven to be able to sustain general area off-road
vehicle use under the worst case use estimates. Analysis of
general area ORY use impacts needs to include comprehensive
analysis of the impacts on all natural rescurces and other
land uses and be based on objective data taken from the area
under analysis, The analysis needs to consider threshold
levels for scenie qualities, soil condition, forage
produciton, wildlife & livestock population, and conflicting
uses, Areas identified for open ORV use should be able to
be intensively managed to monitor and contral the QORV use,

A minimum of areas should be designated open to meet the
limited demand for general area ORY recreation, If all
other requirements are met, open area designations should be

limited to those which the BLM can support the intensive
L_ management in their budget.

12.33 5, Cultural Resources

The BLM offers no specific inventory or management policy for
archaeological site protection. While oil & gas stipulations
pronibit access roads from crossing a site until it is
inventoried, no protection is given from the impacts of
permittees and ORV users, The Chapter requests the following
nlanning criteria be used:

* Conduct a comprehensive 5% inventory of archaeological

sites in the RA, (Currently a 1% survey has been conducted
on part of the RA.)

-8 -

you suggest, The ORV designations were based upon policy, impact of ORV use
on resource values, the most effective category which could be employed to
resolve the conflicts, public input and demand for various recreation
experiences {including ORVs), and impacts to other resource users. Applying
blanket criteria for open, closed, and limited categories would not allow for
resolution of local problems and situations. Applying blanket criteria could
unnecessarily restrict ORV use, where resource conflicts are not now or
anticipated to cause management concerns,

Many of the criteria you suggest for the closed category are already covered
in current policy, Executive Orders, and regulations. Much of the criteria
you Vist in your comment were used by the interdisciplinary team when
determining the ORV categories. Finally, the planning criteria employed were
intentionally written so as not to predetermine eventual planning decisions,

12.33 The DEIS does discuss the inventories completed within the planning
area {page 3-42) upon which the resource decisions affecting cultural

resources were based. The DEIS offers the level of inventory, site density,
and limitations of existing data.

Management policy regarding archseological site protection is provided on page
2-23 and in the 35 CFR Part 80U as amended, Section 106 of the Naticnal ’
Historic Preservation Act, and Executive Qrder 11593, "Protection and
Enhancement of the Cultural Environment",
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* Designate areas having important sites as areas of
critical environaental concern, danage these designated
areas to restrict venicles away from sites, to intensively
inventory archaeologic resources, and to prevent theft,
destruction, or de:radation of these cultural values,

Lands Actions

flanning Criteria
Lands available for acquistftion: (not considered in plan)
*aosnpudliz lands which are critical for the management and
Prey tian 37 adtursl values on adiacear p.olic l:nds

*nonpublic lands within designated wilderness areas
*)ands that would i{mprove the managment of public lands.

Lands available for sale or exchange,
Each of the following criteria needs to be met:

®*lands which do not possess present or future valuable
natural, scenie, historic, economic¢ purpose,

Ylands because of location or characteristio is difficult
and unecanomic to manage as part of the public lands and ts
not sujtadble for management by another Federal agency,
*lands whose disposal serves a documented important public
objective in the local government land management plan which
c¢an not be achieved by any other alternative, The public
objective must outweigh all the benefits that could be
realtized in retalning those lands.

%lLands which have qualified for disposal aust (irst be
considered for exchange of other nonpublic lands which meet
the acquisition criteria,

*lLands made avallable for sale which have met the above
criteria be 30ld for falr market price,

Utility Corridors
Criteria
Utility facilities be limited to designated corridors,

* pesfgnation of a utility corridor or right-of-way only
occur through a plan amendment or revision with public
involvenent,

¢ To minimize environmental impacts and reduce the number
of rights-of-way, common rights-of-way should be required to
the extent practical.

¢ Each right-of-way or permit of access shall require
removal of facilities and reclamation after the permit
purpose has ended, The permittee should be responsible for

-G -

Additional guidance on management of cultural resources and the need for
additional inventory has been identified in the Proposed Plan (Page 136).
Specific actions proposed include:

1. In accordance with existing policy, require cultural reeource
clearances and mitigations on 311 projects involving surface disturbing
activities prior to construction or development,

2. Complete a cultural resource inventory map depicting site densities
and archaenlogica) values within the planning units. The map would be used as
2 predictive tool to identify avoidance areds and help yauge potential impacts
to cultural resources before projects are proposed.

Finally, the need for specific planning criteria regarding the cultural
resources program was not deemed appropriate since no specific aclions
regarding this program were proposed in the DEIS.

12.34 The need for land acquisition was considered in the preplanning
inventory and evaluation process and no arquisition needs were identified
through either the public scoping process or the Bureau's interdisciplinary
team review. The criteria you listed for sale of public land are only part of
the criteria required by Section 203 of FLPMA, A)l required criterta in FLPMA
will be applied to public lands considered for disposal. Lands available for
disposal ave simultaneously available for exchange.

The legal basis for evaluation of the leasing categories is to select the
least restrictive leasing category necessary to protect sensitive resource
values. Use of any other leasing criteria would exceed our authority. The
format for stipulations and categories used in the State of Utah standardized

a:d reflected in the category and stipulations shown in Appendix Minerals ! of
the DEIS,

12.35 Your comments on corridor designation sre acknowledged and the
proposal chanqed so that only those corridors fur which a current nced has
been expressed and for which an adequate impact assesswent has teen completed
are proposed for designation. In addition, it is also proposed that a
regional or statewide study and analysis be made of corridor needs and
additional corridor designations made based on that analysis. Ffor a
discussion of the proposed changes refer to comment 7,82,
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the control of OR/Ys to prevent ORV use in sensitive areas.

12.36 [8. inerals:

Coal,

oil, gas, gethermal and other leasable resources should

follow the following planning criteria:

¥ Not issuve leases on lands possessing important natural
values, where the cumulative impacts of exploration and
development with lead to significant damage,.

*  Taking all sources of mineral resourzes including
conservation and alternate sources, limit offering leases to
Lthe number needed to meet the basic minerral demand,

* Limited leasing to only those lands which can adequately
be proven tc have diligent exploration and development
within the lease period.

* Extend only leases which are diligently producing a
commercially competitive mineral comnodity.

* Require fair marke:t competitive pricing on all leases,

¥ Require exploration to ocecur within two years of lease
issuance,.

* Revoke leases sold for ‘more than the lease fee,

* {iov more than 10% of the RA should be available for lease
above the amount of land expected tc be diligently explored
and developed in the lease period.

Lease stipulations are described but which category attached
is attached to leases is not described by the planuing
criteris, The following criteria need to be used:

Category 1 minimal resource protection

Areas where this category applies include those areas where

the QRY designations for open area apply. Uimit the use of
these stipulations to areas where current intense oil or gas

production has occurred and no significant impacts are
found.

Category 2 watershed and wildlife habitat protection
This category needs to be divided into subcategories:
Category 2A Watershed Protection X
Apply this ecriterion to eritical watersheds and riparian
hasitat areas

Category 23 Culturzl Resource Protection

£rply this criterion to areas containing archaeoslogical
sites.

Category 2C Protection of ACEC

Apply this to areas designa%ed areas of critical
environmental concern

12,36 The legal basis for evaluation of the leasing categories is to select
the least restrictive leasing category necessary to protect sensitive resource
values. Use of any other leasing criteria would exceed our authority. The
format for stipulations and categories used in the State of Utah are
standardized and reflected in the category and stipulations shown in Appendix
Minerals-1 of the DEIS as they apply to the planning area.
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Category 2D Wildlife and Livestock Protectlion

This category applies to areas which have Iimportant game,
nongame wildlife or livestock rescurdes,

Category 2E Recreation and scenic resources protection,
Areas which contain important recreation and scenic
resources (class II or III VRM) should have these
stipulations on any lease.

ch of these subcategories will contain common protection
1‘atxons which apoly to areas sensitive to soil erosion,
3=22:2- ian $) wihzre road constricificzn wlll be msde,
grazlng lands,

Category 3 No Surface Activity

iSur{ace protection needs to be required on lands within important
natural areas to protect their resources, Certajin ACECs may need
this stipulation.

Category & No Leases Issued
Lands that are designated wilderness areas, under wilderness
study, major archaeological sites, endangered and threatened

L:pecies haobitat, major recreation areas should not be open for
lease,

Locatable Minerals

?bntrolllng locatable mineral explorastion and development offers
several management options, A majority of the present mining
claims fail to meet the minimum requirements necessary fcr
remaining valid. 1In managing mineral development, the BLM needs
to systematically evaluate the performance of assessment work and
establish the presence of a valuable mineral, Clalms which fail
to meet the necessary criteria need to be contested for validity,

Lands be withdrawn from mineral entry in areas where the value cf
natural resources and the benefits from other uses from
outweight potential mineral production benefits,

The Wilderness Society and the Sierra Club request that mining
plans be systematically evaluated and protection requirements
placed depending upon the following criteria:

Class 1 Operation in existing production areas

In areas where historic major mining has occurred mining plans
need to include removal of surface structures, eliminstion of
human hazards, disposal of tailings, replacement of top soil,
control of erosion, water quality protection, and revegetation
with natural vegetation in a manner which will allow natural
plant succession., This category applies to areas where major

- 11 =

12.37 The existing 43 CFR 3809 regulations for administration of Yocatable
minerals are based on the 1872 mining law as amended by FLPMA to prevent undue
and unnecessary degradation. No opportunity exists within the planning
framework to modify existing regulation as you propose. Additionally, it is
not BLM policy to challenge the validity of mining claims cases. Usually,
claims are evaluated when some resource conflict arises such as occupancy
trespass for purposes other than mining, unnecessary or undue degradation, or
disruption or damage of a legislatively protected resource, or potential

- impact to a wilderness study area (43 CFR 3802 and Interim Management Policy

and Gu\de\ines for Lands Under Wilderness Review).

2.53
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mining activities have cccurred in the past.

Class 2 New mineral activities in existing natural areas
Mining plans need to perform Class 1 requirements and avoid
impacting surface water supplies, road cons4ruction on steep
slopes, opening new areas to ORV use, New roads need to be
reclaimed and closed to ORV access within a stated period, This

category applies to areas wnere mining activity has not regularly
occurred.

Class 3 dining in ACEC

In areas of c¢ritical environmental concern mining plans need to
include the requirements in Classes 1 and 2, In addition to
these, mining plans need to limit mining activities in duration,
pericd, and degree that would lead to an important natural value
found in the ACESC receiving a measurable negative impact.
Yanicle access would be limited to the mining operation and

access routes closed and reclaimed after diligent operation
ceases,

Class 4 (losed to mining, withdrawn from mineral entry

Areas withdrawn from mineral entry are those which are designated
as wilderness areas, wild and scenic rivers, relic communities,
and outstanding natural areas. Also withdrawn are areas where
management of mining activities can not bLe allowed without
significant impacts or conflicts with other multiple resources,

9. Wilderness

The Chapter has sent extensive comments on each of the wilderness
study areas in the resource area, None of the decision criteria
and issues raised in those comments are specifically sddressed in

the draft RHMP, We request that those comments be responded to in
the final EIS for this plan.

"|The plan fails to consider Spring Canyon WSA dropped and not

reinstated as other areas have been. The plan also needs to
consider wilderness designation for area where wilderness
inventory violations occurred leading to the area not receiveing
wilderness study. UT-080-166, Granite Peak is one of those
areas, The next page gives the specific inventory errors made
and the BLM violations that were made. The Chapter requests that
the BLW review the intensive inventory areas dropped from
wilderness study and identify those dreas where deletions were

made for the same reasons the IBLA ruled invalid, Those areas
should also be reinventoried, ’

12.38 See Response 12.22.
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Unit name and number
Acerage 23,201

3LA Wilderness Recommendations

"ihe area obviously and cleariy does not meet the critria for
identification as a wilderness Stusy aArea," initial Inventory
1 Wilderness Situation Evaluation, 27 rarch 1973.

At

Sunperting
Supporving

The same situation evaluation gave these reasons:

The unit {s so heavily intruded by past mining activity,
roadways, prospect hcles and the reacreation site that the
naturalness 13 greatly impaired. Although highly scenic, it
cannot meaet the Wilderness Study Area Criteria,

Rat ala

In the final decision on the initial inventory, the BLd
_______ - fraund * o agreage ef thiae arsa 10 24814 anraas {inetaad
incorrectly found the acreage of this area 10,261 acres

of a larger area, 20,261 acres,.

Field investigation plus a3 review of the BLJ record reveals that
several violations of the BLM inventory occurred,

A map included in the BLM record show almost 15,000 acres have no
human impacts at all These form the core of the unit and the

PP mma 1dimitad foar tha most tha samaltl armaa
impacts are limited, for the most, the szall arcas
of the area.

neaar thes adagoas
near the e¢dge

The BLM failed to conaider boundary changes to make part of the
unit qualify. The BLM record shows evidence directly
contradicting the conclusion and rationale found in the decisfion.

Both of these errors violates the bureau regulations on the
inventory,

12.3% The importance of the area for recreation is demonstrated in the
BLH assessment of this area and describes the “"highly scenic
Granite Peak region.” The BLM fgnored information found in their
own records and field observations that showed the presence of
cutstanding opportunities for wilderneas mctivitias

opportunities f{or wilderness

This zrea should have been studied for wilderness, We request

that this plan consider protective management that will continue
to qualify the area for future wilderness study,

10, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

12.39 Granite Peak (UT-040-166) inveatory unit was dropped from further
consideration for wilderness on August 8, 1979 with the publication of the
results of the initial inventory. A protest period was included before the
final decision became effective on October 4, 1979 BLM will not, therefore,

ontovtain anu additinnal {nfFarmtinm am womooc PRFErEs Y :
entertain any sdcitionai nformation or requests for additional anatysis on
any units affected by the final decision.
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The BLM needs to give priority to the identification desiznation
and protection of areas of critical environmental concern,
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ALTERNATIVES AND THEIR AHALYSIS

The prcposad Resource lanagement Plan (RJIP) places each of the
ailternatives in parallel columns. This helps compare the
1ifferences between alternatives, Improvements have been made in
the maps provided in the DEIS, They clearly show the major
actions (except coal unsuitadbility) and are major i{mprovement ove
the maps found {n the Grand RdP,

In this section of the Wilderness Society and Sierrs Club's
comments, the existing alternatives will be discussed, We also
request consideration of changes to these alternatives,

a3l Unsuttability

in lovember of 1379, the Sierra Club and other groups petitioned
the Department of the Interior to designate parts of the Alton
Cosl field as unsuitable for surface coal mining operaetions.

12.40

This petition’s rationsle estadblished that: a) ¢the affected
area could not be reclaimed after surfacd c¢oal mining operations;
b) these operations would serifously damage Bryce Canyon National
Park and the Dixie National Forest; and c) these operations would
adversely affect water quality and qusatity and reduce the
productivity of agriculvural lands in the affected and adjacent
areas.

the:e same issues apply to the Kolob area which abuts the 2ion
Hational Park. Unfcrtunately, the BLM d1d not consider these
12.4171ssues in thelr unsuitability assessment. Some of these lands
sre now in litigation because the BLHA dropped them from
wilderness study without due process, Additionsl psrts of Deep
Creek rosdless ares wos incorrectly dropped by the BLM from
[¥ilderness review.

u_427he BLM choose not to designate qualifying lands Visual Resource
Management class I in order to avoid making an unsultability
recomnendation, This {s some of the most scenic canyon lands BLM
has,

12.43{The BLH has no proof of any comprehensive inventories on site of
archaeologiccal sites or threatened and endangered aspecies. The
BLH lacks the inventory data to meet criteria 7 and 10, The BLM

has not presented eny record of an inventory of know faloon neasts
lin this area and this can not meet Criterfon 13,

12.44] X130, the BL# has not shown any proof of sadequately assessing
eriterion 15, Several {mportant streams and hunting areas are in
this erea. Because of the critical nature of the streams
entering Zion Natioral Park to the park values, these streams in
Kolob linsuitsbility Study Area should be designstion national
resource waters, and be unsuitable for coal mining.

- 15 -

12.40 BLM applied the Unsuitability Criteria on Potential Coal Development

Areas as required by 43 CFR 3420. The application of the criteria is supplied
in Minerals Appendix 5, Section 1, page M-5.1 through M-5.17, including maps.

The Bureau did consider each of the criteria, including consultation with Zion

National Park, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and the State of Utah on

zildlife habitat and applied the criteria within the constraints of existing
ata.

12.41 Your comment suggests that BLM did not consider lands under
wilderness review in the application of Unsuitability Criteria #4. Neither
Spring Creek Canyon (UT-040-148) nor Deep Creek {UT-040-146) inventory units
iie within or are contiguous to the Kolob Potentia) Coal Development Area,
Therefore, none of the coal development area was declared unsuitahie.

12.42 VRM Class I objectives are applied to designated wilderness areas,
some natura) aeas, wild portions of wild and scenic rivers, and in situations
where the management activities are to be restricted (as identified in the
RMP) (BLM Manual 8411.6, 1978). None of the lands within the Kolob, Johns
Valley, or Alton Potential Coal Development Areas meet these requirements for
identification of VRM Class I. Therefore, none of these lands were identified
as unsuitable under Criteria #5 (DEIS, page K-53).

12.43 BLM resource area files maintain the consultation records for the
application of unsuitability criterion 7, 10, and 13. A request for Section 7
consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was conveyed on September 1,
1983. From the maps recelved from this consultation as well as discussions
with UDWR, sufficient data was available for the application of these
criteria. In addition, the Exception to Criterion 7 was applied which
requires that additional consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and the Historic Preservation Officer be conducted should
additional sites be identified during site specific analysis. The criterion
also requires that no direct or indirect effects of mining be allowed on
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We argue that the BLM has not applied all the criteria in the
kolob area. There is no record of the inventory of necessary
data and its application on a majority of the criteria used for
unsuitablility decisions, If all were applied the BLY would
arrive at the same recommendation found -on the Alton Coal Field

near Bryce National Park anf find the Kolob area unsuftable for
{*urface coal operations,

We request that A second draft of the unsuitabllty proposal for
the Kolocb area be prepared with an opportuntty for public
\ Pparticipation be for the final EIS is released,

12.45 [Grazing

!Decisions made in this plan will guide the long term trends for
forage and soil conditions for more than a decade, The grazing.
!program in the BLM has a history of poor management. The BLM
does not provide any information on the economic costs of
managing grazing, the costs of range "improvement," the revenue
supplied by permittees, or the improvments provided by
permittees., While the BLM does provide some sample ranch
economics, the DEIS does not offer any informition that would
tell the net economic benefit public land grazing provides,

The real return to the public for grazing fees is even less than
the fee pald., A fraction of that fee goes to grazing
“"improvement" programs. Traditionally those include vegatation
manipulation (bulldozer chainings, herbicide spraying, and
burning) selected by the local grazing advisory counctl (who are
major grazing permit holders)., This DEIS proposes to continues
this tradition. The plan proposes te give priority in the budget
to diverting money for 70,000 acres of "land trestments,", LUse
of grazing fees for range use monitoring actural use or removing
overgrazing i3 not described in any of the alternatives,
Protection of other resources is given a lower priority,

The BLM needs to openly discuss the budget and report the
information that either proves or disproves these traditional
problems, All the information given suggests that the problem
exists, The DEIS needs to include what range improvements have
been made in the last planning interval and their cost, The DEIS
needs to report what permits the Grazing Advisory Council holds

in the RR and which range improvements are associated with
council members,

FLPHMA requires the government recelve fair market value for the

use of the public lands. The DEIS clearly documents that this
|legal requirement is not being met,

- 16 -

ties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Criterion
g:gp::s i;plieg based upon the information in the Section 7 consultation which
states "the closest known falcon eyrie is located in Bryce Canyon National
Park*. In addition, UDWR has completed extensive raptor inventories and did
not identify any roost sites within the coal study arrea (Mike Coffeen,
personal communication, 1984).

12.44 Unsuitability criterion #15 was addressed (DEIS, page M75.7) in full
coordination with UDWR, Additionally, the draft of the app!icatlon of_the
unsuitability criteria was presented to the State of_Utan»Hlngra‘ Leasing Task
Force {October 1983) for comment. Upon review of this crlgerlun and others
presented above, no additional lands were declared as unsuitable based upon
the consultation. These contacts -re addressed on page 5-3 of the OElS.

12.45 Estimated cost breakdowns by program for the implementation of the
Proposed Plan by work month cost and Qroject cost are displayed in Table 1,
response 6.2. These figures are considered tentative because they may not
reflect actual outcomes of allotment management plans or agreements worked out
with range users at the activity planning level. Revenues providea by range
users (fees paid to BLM) are set in a fee formula established by Congrness ang
adjusted annually. The current range use fee is $1.37 per AUM. This would
amount to an estimated long-term annual revenue of nearly $120,700 based on
estimated stocking levels of 88,100 AUMs (Table 4.2, page 4731 of the DEIS)T
By law (Taylor Grazing Act of 1934}, grazing fees are gistributed as shown in
figure 1 below. Use of range betterment funas is further defined by the Final
Rangeland Improvement Policy {Instruction Memorandum 83-27, 9/30/83) in
general rules for expenaging range betterment funoas as follows:

Allowable Charges

fAR B Aol S SN ALY

Kind of Improvement Practice

Livestock management fence Yes
Spring development Yes
Dam/reservoir/diversions Yes
Pit tank z::
Catchment
Corral/chutes No
Trails Yes
Brush/weed/pest control Yes
Vegetation manipulation, seeding, planting Yes
Wwild horse/burro gathering No
wildlife improvements (rangeland) Yes
wild horse/burro facilities Ko
Enclosures No
Research No
Figure 1
GRAZI?G fEE
50%. 5{0:
MENT FUND r L)

TO RANGE BiTTER = .

r 1 YO STATE IN UTAH GENERAL

25% 25% RANGE DEVELOPMENT TREASURY

RETURNED TO OIS~ DISTRIBUTED COMMISSION UNDER
TRICT FOR RANGE AS SECRE- SECRETARY OF

BETTERMENT PROJECTS TARY DECIDES AGRICULTURE
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12.46] For both cattle and sheep, the BLY hazs not presented evidence
that they systematically sample the number of wild and domestic
animals grazing on BLH land, The numbers of cows and sheep
appearing f{n the DEIS are the maximum number of permitted animals
or the number of animals that the permittee psys a fee for, In
the sbsence of objective evidence on sctusl use, these figures do
Eot represent an accurate weasure of forage use,

12.47[ine decision of the plan would nct change the preference level of
21,099 AUn, MNone of the alternatives constder changing this
Te12i, The prefered alternative would increase the szllcwved
permits sold from the current level of 61,700 to 86,800 AUMs,

The BLM needs to consider setting the preference level to the
capscity of the range on the dry yesrs and evsluate the
invironmental benefits and economic¢ changes,

12.48[Fhe DEIS explesined the anelysis that lesd to Judging range
condition:

"The vegetation production dats displayed and used in this EIS
were collected during the 1980 to 1982 field seasons, using
sccepted Bureau Standerds.” Unfortunatly there 13 no
explsination of the the number snd locastion of sample sitas, the
frequency of 3ampling these sites, the rasnge vegetation
condition, the sctusl use data, and other supporting informetion,
Wwhile this is in total to large to include in an EIS, there is no
evidence presented that validates that the BLM has the necessary
forage data to mazke grazing use decisions, More information is
Ineeded,

12.49 [tThe DEIS conocludes, *(rleviews of this EIS, however, should
recognize the limitations of vegetstion inventery data, While
these date are sdaquate for purposes of plenning snd snalysis,
they must be supported by the results of monitoring studies
before msking forage sllocation declisions,® The BLH 13 making
grazing use decisions in this DEIS., They increase the number.of
lperaits sold by 363,

12.50 [The DEIS sdsits that under the planning decision overgrazing
would occur;

For ansalysis purposes, it was sasvned thet all othaer
sllotments would be utflized et current sctive preference
levels, resulting to the potentisl overutilization of forage
on 42 sllotaents (205,000 aores). Tah average apparent
overutilization on these 42 allotments would be
approximately 28 percent (an estimated grazign cepscity of
13,100 AUMS versus an estimated grazing use level of 16,841
AUnxa),

- 17 =

Range use monitoring, collection of actusl use data, and other grazing
management activities are administered under appropriations by Congress
through FLPMA (1976) (exclusive of range betterment funds) and the Public
Rangelands Improvement Act (1978).

The plan does not give budgetary priority to any program since $t has no
control over Congressional appropriations from year to year. The plan
establishes priority for the implementation of intensive management on aver 7Q
sllotments, By Bureau policy, intensive range use monitoring, collection of
actual use data, and adjustment of stocking levels to grazing capacity over
time are required and shall be performed on these allotments, In addition, as
much as 70,000 acres of rangeland trestments may be performed in order to meet
multiple use management objectives. For a discussion on fair market value,
refer to response 12.7.

12.46 H1ldlife numbers used in the C8GA planning area were provided by the
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. The current livestock grazing levels
used in the analysis of impacts is o 5-year average of the actual use data
collected by the various BLM area offices,

12.47 Please refer to pages 2-20 and 2-2} of the DEIS. BLM will make
2630

adjustments to grazing levels if monitoring data indicates adjustments are
warranted, Therefore, no final aliocations will be made until adeguate data
are available. See also Response 7.25.

12.48 This information is avaflable for review at BLM areas offices within

the planning sres. A minimum of one sampling transect was taken in each of
the over 1,900 site writeup areas (SWAs), See also Response 12.47.

12.49 No grazing use decisions sre being made by the proposed plan, Also,
please refer to Response 12.47,

12.50 Please refar to Response 7.48,
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If permittees on all allotments not proposed for
intensive management were to graze at their recent actual
use levels (S5-year average), 23 allotments (76,000 acres)
would be grazed at levels above the estimated grazing
capacity.

The law requires that grazing use not exceed the sustained for
production. Yet here the BLM plans to allow overgrazing., It

would appear that even with the limited range conditi{on data,

BLY concluded that some areas are being grazed at current use

levels, The decision to increase permitted use by 363 clearly
(vlolates the requirements to protect the range.

The BLM has initated a good program to assess range trends as
outlined in Appendix Range 3. A good sample size of each of ¢
allotments is needed to determine the diversity of species, th
quality, and their production. We hope that in the range stud
sites selected fairly shown lands grazed by stock and not graz
by domestic stock, For comprehensive analysis, areas not graz
by domestic stock needed to also be sampled, We asuggest the B
establish natural study areas representing each of the major
plant communities and of adequate size for scientific study of
long term range trends., The plan makes no proposal to establi
these impertant bench marks in range analysis, An additional
alternative needs to be considered which identifies and
designates natural study areas,

The Chapter agrees with the BLM that it will take many years
the information from these range studies to judge trends in ra
condition, The varlation in range use and environmental facto
(rainfall for example) can make comparison of adjacent years
inconclusive, Five year intervals for trend analysis will all
more accurate estimates of changes. The dilemma is that no tr

analysis now exists. The BLM {3 just beginning their range
studies.

12.51 [Several grazing alternatives need consideration, The first is
the no domestic grazing alternative mandated by the grazing co
decision., The purpose of the no grazing alternative is to
calculate a comparitive base to measure the losses on soil,
wildlife, and other range values caused by grazing. While no
grazing may not be the preferred alternative, it should be
considered for the purposes of determining the net ecomonie
benefit from the pudlic lands without grazing,

12.52 [The next alternative should remove grazing for the whole year
from critical watersheds, from critical winter range, from
antelope habitat, from important surface water sources, and fr
TAXE habitat, The DEIS reported U48%1 (148,000) of the antelope
(habitat as "poor,". It is not clear if the planning decision

- 18 -
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12.51 Please refer to Response 7.20,

12.52 No demonstrable need to implement these measures has been found. The
alternatives considered in the DEIS provide several viable options for

resolving conflicts associated with the resources.
Program Directives of the Proposed Plan.

Please also refer to the
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lreuires improving this habitat.

[Wo comprehensive analysis is performed on vegetation trestment
prograns showing the net long term costs and benefits, No other
alternatives are sSelected for long term range improvement in
those areas, These alternatives include reduced grazing use,
fencing, and nonmechanical reintroduction of natf{ve plants.

[Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Jte DZI3 mak2s no reccamendation for designating ACEZCs ia any
aiternative, The BLA's sole response to the issue of ACECs 1is
found on page S-4 of the DEIS:
Alternatives were considered for the designstion and
management of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACECs), but were not carried forwar because no units within
the planning area were found st this time to meet the
criteria necessary for designattion of an ACEG.

The BLM has no record of a8 comprehensive inventory of cutural
resources, threatened and endangered species, or wildlifse
communities to idnetlify important environmental concerns,

[The BLH appears to have down rated exceptional visual resources
such as the mountsins just north of Zion National Park, Many of
the same canyon walls and streams can be found in this area. The
BLM incorrectly did not find one acre possesaing Class I 1in any
of the alternatives, These arez should be protected as ACECs.

[Even the information given by the BLM identifies important
natural values, One of the largest herds of antelope use this
area and U48% of the habitat is "poor.™ This is a ¢ritical
envirornmental concern of an important resource,.

Endangered species are found in the ares and the BLM incorrectly
concudes that the habitat of these species are not important,
Habitats for the threatened and endangered species and species
now with serious threats., Those include the Bald Eagle,
Helimetus leucocephalus,

The BLM has no record of meeting the requirements to give
priority in the inventory snd designation of ACECs,

We request an alternative be developed and assessed that include
designating Areas of Critical Environmental Concern in areas
containing:

- 19 =~

12.53 Refer to responses 6.2 and 12.45,

12.54 The Beaver River Resource Area completed an intensive inventory on
wildlife habitats, including threatened and endangered species, for the
complelion of the CBGA. In addition, numerous contacts with UDWR and
Department of Fish and Game were initiated to gather data on wildlife
species. The records of these inventories and contacts are on file in the
Beaver River, Kanab, and Escalante Resource Area (Mfices. This information
was utilized by the interdisciplinary team in assessing ACEC criteria (see
Resporse 7.16).

12.55 The criteria used for the identification of VRM c¢lasses is supplied
in BLM Manual 8411, The VRM classes were applied to public lands where the
surface is administered by BLM., VRM (lass 1 objectives are applied to
designated wilderness areas, wild portions of wild and scenic rivers,
designated natural areas, or in areas where management activities are to be
restricted (as identified in the RMP). None of the lands in CBGA met these
criteria. Additionally, the lands directly north of Zion National Park are
largely privately owned (in the Deep Creek area) and the VRM criteria were not
applied, The public Yands northwest of Zion Nations) Park which contain high
scenic values similar to the National Park were identified as VRM Class 1.

12.56 See Responses 7,16, 7.17, 7,19, and 7.58, Your comment also
erroneously concluded that BLM considers habitat for threatened and endangered
species as "not important". BLM is required by law, policy, and regulation tc
avoid actions affecting these habitats, Examples of protective measures
include seasonal Vimitations from ORV use, and seasonal stipulations to
mitigate potential impacts from 0il and gas leasing.

In summary, the sensitive resources identified in your comment were fdentified
as requiring special management action, These resources and problems were
identified under the Special Resource Protection Issue and management actions
specifically addressing conflicts and concerns were addressed in the DEIS.

BLM feels that the actions proposed in the RMP will adequately protect and
enhance these resource values without designation as ACEC.

2.61
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® the necessary habitat to support the target antelope herd
size;

* critical breeding and forage habitat to sustain the target
deer and elk herds;

* prairie dog communities;

* relic plant communities;

* areas where important archaeological sites are found;

* eritical watershed areas include important water courses,
and important surface water sources;

* all class II and Class I visual resource management areas

facing mineral exploration or development, and seeing ORY
use,

The plan needs tc propose an ACEC designation of the habitat
necessary to maintain the present population of these species
with no changes. The proposed management of the ACEC needs to
guide actions that prevent any population change in these

sensitive species and the ACEC plan be included in the RMP
available for public comment,

Land Sales
Certain lands have been proposed for sale by the BLM. These
lands need the following consideration placed on each area:

*because of location is its management difficult,

*is management by another federal agency possible,

*does the sale outweigh other public objectives

and values including wilderness,

*is an important public objective being met

which cannot be met realistically with nonpublic

land?
None of the recommended lands have had each of these questions
answered in the draft RMP. Each of these questions needs to be
answered and if disposal is possible, exchange for needed lands

pursued first. If exchange is not possible, then sale should be
lconsidered.

[The BLM needs to consider acquisitions of land. We recommend
acquiring the natural portions of state and private land in the
Cedar Mountains in Townships 37S R11 W and T38S R1I1W. The lands
in this area are an integral part of the Zion Canyon area
containing some of the finest forest, stream, and canyons,

The upper part of the Deep Creek roadless area lies in this area.
Because of the unuvasual land ownership in an otherwise natural
area, the BLi# dropped part of this area from study. Additional
lands around this and other roadless areas in the area described
should be given priority in making land exchanges.

- 20 -~

12.57 A1l land considered for disposal by sale has been subjected to the
criteria required by Section 203 of FLPMA. The action taken is described
under "Lands Action" on page 1-7 of the DEIS. Lands available for disposal
are simultaneously available for exchange,

12.58 The BLM inventoried and identified the Deep Creek Unit (UT-040-146)
as a WSA, Currently, the Deep Creek Unit is being studied in the Statewide
EIS for wilderness under Section 202 of FLPMA, Utah BLM received permission
from Washington to deviate from the WSP and prepare a Statewide wilderness
EIS. The Statewide EIS and SSAs would be the appropriate forum for your
comments regarding acquisition of non-Federal lands for wilderness purposes.
This planning effort does not address wilderness issues.
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ﬁfr-ﬂoad Vehicles R

Ihe preferred alternative would designate 9%% ol tne KA as open

for all use, 7The BL" offers no criteria supporting that

decistion. The preferred alternative would designate 1ess than 1%

of the RA as closed to vehicle use,

Tt 13 difficult to gauge the changes this decision would cauas

t is difficult to gauge the changes th decision would cause.
iio limited area= are proposed The BL!{ needs to measure vehicle
3neess not in acres but in miles of vehicle ways used, With a

few exceptions, vehicle use usuvally follows vehicle ways and
rosds. By measuring the length of the roads rataer than the
acreage which in most cases vehicle don't use, a more accurate
measure of ORV use areas can be wade.

The Chapter proposed a set of eriteris to choose which area are
open, closed, and limited., The BLM lacks comprehensive criteria
and many conrlicts can be seen ‘in areas designeted-open and
limited, Some of the most important animal habitat is designated
open.

The BLM needs to develop an alternative which uses the criteris
the Chapter proposed and assess its impacts, The designations
anouid NOT De gesScCriped 1ln acres but 11 milles QI venicie rouced
open for use,

The SLM has not identified areas where degradation from ORV use
has occurred, Numerous conflicts between hikers, hunters,
ranchers and dirt bikars have been raported to the BLM, Yot

Lothing i3 reported in the DEIS,

ﬁea:ing Minerals

None of the alternative consider which lands should bs lessed and
which not during the next planing period, All aslternatives lesse
everything, We request that alternatives be snalyzed that choose
leasing only those areas where there is an established objective
need to develop the rescurce, VWe also reaquest that that

alternstive exclude from leasing sreas which signiflcant (mpacts
&ould occur on important natural resources,

(The Kolob Coal Study Ares {3 one of those aress that should not
be offered for coal lemsse in this plan. As we have deseribed,
this area contains important natural values that egqual the
abutting Hational Park. Any development would affect these and
[Zion National Fark.

[The BLM proposes to allow mineral aotivities which will build of
new roads in the RA every year. All the alternatives will sllow
a major increase in road construction, The BLHM fails to mention

that they then wil) consider thess roads pesrmanent and

ese permanent and open for
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12.59 See Responses 7.74 and 12.32.

ant ven the latitude to nnh, designate roads or ways for ORY uze
BLM is not glv:u the latitude to only designate roads or ways for use.
Executive Order 11644 provides for the designation of "areas and trails”
rather than the more restrictive roads and trails (44 FR 34835 No. 177, June

15, 1979) as you suggest.

81 M hac mada

BLM has made extensive public contacts [pages 5-3 through 8-57 DEIS)
regarding issues to be addressed in this p1ann1ng effort ORV designations
were part of this scoping and analysis process for which we requested public
input. There have not been any specific public comments which point out
"numerous conflicts between hikers, hunter, and ranchers reporied to the BLM"

within tha CRGCA nlanning araa
Wilnin NG LouA panning area.

12,60 No leasing areas for oil, gas, and geothermal resources are
incorporated as part of the No Action, Planning, and Protection Alterna
Where less stringent leasing categories adequately protect sensitive
resources, BLM policy and decisions of the 1BLA require that the less
stringent stipulations be selected. Use of any other criteria for determining
leasing categories and stipulations would exceed our legal authority,

atives
tves

12.61 See responses 12,40, 12.41, 12,42, 12,43, and 12.44.

=¥
o
5
§
T
- o
30

ont
ent Y
constructed wvthin the planning area and explor
to use existing roads whenever possible, Additionally, within the plann
area, new exploration roads have been closed and reclaimed to minimize

environmental impact and promote effective rehabilitation. Documentation of

thig {g availabhle from the Resource Araa Fileg on ARAOC
tesource Area Files on ARDs,
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The Wilderness Society & Sierra Clud Comments
Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, and Antimony RU?

ORYV use., The BLM needs to consider an alternative where no net
gain in roads are added and where the net road mileagze is
(reduced,

12.63 [The BLM neads to consider a no further leasing alternative for

“he next planrning cycle. The economic analysis needs to consider
the ability to produce products from existing sources to meet tne
expected. Nenpublie lands, recycling materials, and conservation

reed to be consicdered., A% this time, no estimates of mineral
[demand are given in the DZIS

12.64 [The stipulation categories for oil and gas need the following
stipulations added to them:
In all categories: a) The permittee shuall provide a copy
of all geologic and mineral deposit information obtained
from exploration and development to the BLHM,
%) The parmittee shall be responsible for preventing ORV
uyse of azcess roads which are not on the RA transportation
systam nmap. Praventing ORV use ineludes the construction of
barriers, posting of signs, and the placing of gates
¢} The operator shall close and reclaim the access ways not
opan to GBY7 use upon completicn of exploration or
davelopment.
¢) For production facilities, the operator shall provide
calibrated flow measurement-instruments which are monitored
by the BLM, These instruments shall have protective
faatures to prevent tampering.

Category 2 Limited Resource Protection

Category 2A Watershed Protection

Add to category 2s requirements need to prevent any salinity
or sedimentation increase over the established thresholds.
Allow no roads in surface water supplies or construction of
a road that would increase surface runoff{ and scil sluff
into surface water.

Category 28 Cultural Resource Protection

Add to category 2 requirements to prevent additional vehicle
visitaticn to archaeological site areas. This includes
closing vehicle ways to ORfV use and payment for agency
monitoring of archaeological sites for damage or theft.

This requires the operator fund an intenzive inventory for
archaeological sites in the activity area and within 100
yards of those activities,

Category 2C Protection of ACEC

Add to category 2 requirements that prevent any measurable
change in the important natural value which the area was
designated ACEC to manage,.
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12.63 A No Further Leasing Policy within the planning area would violate
BLM Policy and go against decisions of the Interior Board of Land Appeals and
the National Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 regarding opportunity for
teasing. Mineral demand within the planning area is estimated in Chapter 3

(Minerals) and at the begirning of Chapter 4 (Assumptions) of the DEIS.

See
also responses 7.9 and 7.88.

12.64 0i1 and gas categories and stipulations for the Cedar-Beaver-
Garfield-Antimony planning area have been developed in accordance with policy
established by the Utah State 0ffice. These protections and the rationale for
them are presented in Appendix Minerals-2, DEIS. The concerns you list are
administered as follows: 1) ORV management, water and watershed protection,
archeological values protection, and recreation resource values protection are
assured through the site specific Application Permit to Drill process on an
individual case-by-case basis; 2) monitoring of resource production will be
performed in accordance with applicable Yaw and regulation (currently there
are no producing wells in the planning area); 3) protection of critical
wildlife values and visual resource values is incorporated into the proposed
categories and stipulations; and 4) protection of ACECs does not apply in this
planning area because there currently are none. See also responses 7.9, 7.88,
8.3, 12.27, 12.59, and 12.62.
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Category 2D Wildlife and Livestock Protection
Add to category 2 requirements that prevent measurabdle
forage changes, animal breeding, ¢changes in nesting

patterns, population changes, and other impacts to water and
facilitles.

Category 2E Recreation and Scenic Resources Protection

Add to category 2 requirements that prevent measurable loas
of recreation opportunities and degrading of scenic visual
| resources,

12.65{HLning

The DEIS reports that the area has 11,400 acres of mineral
withdrawals, <The BLM indicates that the plan will not consider
an additional review of withdrawals, We request information on
this review of withdrawals, We request information on the size
and location of all revoked withdrawals and new withdrawals that
have been designated since 1976. We also request copies of the
reporting documents required in this review,

The DEIS has no criteria for the selection of areas to withdraw
from mineral entry. We suggest that you adopt our reccmmended
criteria and apply them consistently to the RA.

Cultural Resources

None of the alternatives considers srchaeological resource
ifnventory, study, protection, or listing on the registry, No
staff i3 allocated to this resource, The preferred alternative
needs to make this a priority progranm.

Utility Corridors
Consider also not siting rights-of-way in ACECs, ecritical
watershed arezs, wilderness study areas, VRM class II and I

areas, T & £ habitat areas, important wildlife habitat, and
important water resource areas,

Wilderness

As described in the criteria comments, other alternatives need
consideration, Under full developament, consider recommending all
wilderness aress which have no commercisl development potential,
Consider wilderness study of asreas with inventory errors that the
IBLA remanded to the BLM, Consider wilderness study on
ladditional areas where similar inventory errors occurred,

12.66 [Budget

The analysis of revenue and expenditure is not adequate in the
EIS. There i3 no information on revenue rrom minerals or

grazing. The BLM also gives no information on the current bidget

- 23 -

12.65 No conflicts between sentivite resources and mining have been
identified. Therefore, further withdrawal was not considered at this time.
Any documents you need for evaluation of the withdrawal review process are
available at the Cedar City District Office. (See also response 12.8)
Regarding cultural resources, cultural resource inventories are conducted by
the permanent archeology staff prior to surface disturbing activities.
Regarding utility corridors, the corridors were selected in the DEIS to
minimize impacts to sensitive resources. Regarding wilderness study areas and
appealed inventory units, evaluation and recommendations, as to their
wilderness suitability, is carried out through the Wilderness Review Process,
separate from the present planning process. See also response 12.8.

12.66 Under Section 1617.31C of the Bureau Manual, estimates of the cost of
implementing the plan are required. Estimates of budget needs by program and
broken down by work month costs and project costs are presented in Table 1}
response 6.2, Anticipated revenues by program are also presented in Tuble'l.

2.65
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‘how it is allocated and what budget requirements are needed for
each alternative, The absence of budget information makes it
impossible to determine which alternatives are cost effective,
Budget information is also need to tell how each point 4in the
plan will be implemented. Areas without that receive an .
inadequate budget will not be implemented in the plan,

Financial analysls of the expenses and revenue of the BLM as well
as the local surrounding region i{s needed to determine {f the BLN
cost benefit relationship meets public needs., We request that
the BL# provide this information in the plan,

- 24 -
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MEMCRANDUM

TO: District Manager
Cedar City District
Bureau of Land Management
Cedar City, Utah

AUR ¥y iS85

FROM: Assistant Field Supervisor, ES
Fish and Wildlife Service
Salt Lake City, Utahn
SUBJECT: Review of Resource Management Plan/Draft Environmental

Inpact Statement - Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony
Planning Area, 1601 UT-040

We have reviewed the above document and offer these

In general, the plan and environmental analysis are
prepared and are quite comprehensive. Our conments
mainly to some of the basic management philosophies

comments.

very well
are directed
and possible

conflicts among some of this objectives.

13.1 |Long term productivity of the land for either domestic livestock
or wildlife is largely dependent on maintaining soil stability
and healthy watershed conditions. On page 4-635D, Soils
Resources, it is stated that, “"Some livestock management actions
ti.e., land treatments, cthange of season of use and changes in
stocking rates) would insure long-term soil stability undér the
Planning &nd FProtection Alternatives."”

However, the takle in the following section, (4-69, F. Range),
indicates that only the Protection Alternative would provide long
term forage production significantly greater than long term
forage gonsumption by livestock. Presunably, forage production
in excess of livestock needs would bhe at least partially
available for wildlife as well as improving soil stability. The
same table indicates that the Production Alternative, though
producing more AUMs of forages, would also include a
corresponding increase in livestock use. Presumably, this
increase in livestock use would be at the expense of vegetation

13:1 The estimated grazing capacities used in the DEIS have already been
adjusted to provide 2dequate forage for existing wildlife populations.
Likewise, if big game numbers increase, additfonal forage will be allocated to

satisfy their forage demands.

Under the Production alternative, long term

grazing levels would not exceed the estimated

grazing capacity of a given

aliotment. Increases in stocking levels noted would result from the
sdditional forage produced by the approximately 736,000 acres of treatments
and the numerous intensive management systems implemented. As discussed under
the Impacts to Soil Resources section in Chapter 4 of the DEIS, the grazing
management proposed under each of these alternatives, except No Action, would
provide for improved watershed condition.

2.67
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that otherwise micht be available for wildlife consumption and
watershed protection.

On Map 3.5 (Crucial Wildlife Habitast and Riparian Areas), we
note that the wetland area known as Quichapa Lake is designated
as "Peregrine Falcon Waterfowl Prey Base.” However, on Hap 4.1,
{Lands Available for Disposal), this same parcel of land is shown
as being available for disposal under the Production Alternative.
If the above typlifies actions to be expected under the
Production Alternative, obviously the Production Alternative
would not be in the best interest of wildiife resources or the
natural environment.

[We question the basic co
acconpanied by increased
livestock is the greatest single caus
condition of range, watershed, riparian vegeta
and aquatic habitat. It seems counterproductive to accompany
range restoration measures with an increase in the land use
practice that caused the need for range restoration measures in
lthe first place.

[
[}
r~

13.3 [Climatic and scil conditions throughout much of the study area
are cnly marginally suited for growth of grass and forb species
desiradble for forage and watershed protection. Therefore, the
stre=s of even moderate livestock grazing can often stimulate the
invasion of pinyon-juniper woodland which further reduces the
more desirable species. I eare
pinyon-juniper or sagebrush for range improvement have been
reinvaded by those species in a relatively few years. Range
improvement measures must be followed by very careful control of
livestock grazing if improved watershed conditions are to endure.

13.4 [1-8, 1. Livestock and Wildlife Forage Condition

It is not clear whather there is an overlap in the 562,000 acres
in poor livestock forage condition and the 451,100 acre in poor
wildlife habitat condition, or if there is a total of 1,013,100
acres in poor forage/habitat condition.

2-24, A. No Grazing Alternative

13.5 |[We can appreciate the socio-political reasons for not considering
the elimination of all livestock grazing on public land to be a

viable alternative., Further, we believe that under the multiple

use concept of public land management, livestock grazing deserves

agiitables sronaddaratinn along with othey nean Howuovay undoyr
equitablie consideration along wiin oLhey uses. nowever,

the reasons listed for not considering the no grazing
alternative, we question the validity of reason No. 2, "Grazing
was not the agent creating the issues, and the elimination of
grazing would not resolve the 1ssue.”

presente a
EIS/RMP, BLM is proposing to imp

to resolve resource problems and meet objectives identified during the
planning effort. These problems and objectives were identified by an
interdisciplinary team during the planning process, and are designed to result
in balanced use of resources in the planning area. See also responses 7-75
7.32, and 13.1.

13.2  As presented in the R

=
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[
—
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3

13.3 BLM agrees that range improvement measures must be maintained and
proper livestock grazing practices followed if resources are to be imn
Sites identified as potential treatment sites have undergone an initial
screening process to eliminate marginal areas from consideration. 1In
addition, proposed treatment sites wiil receive an on-the-ground evaluation by
the District soil scientist prior to any surface disturbance activities.
Maintenance of new and existing treatment sites is BLM policy.

sod
ea.

i3.4

3 There are approximately 287,000 acres that are both in poor range or
livestock forage condition and in poor wildlife habitat condition.

13.5 The Rangeland Program Directives section of the Proposed Plan
addresses your concerns., Ailso, piease refer to responses 7.20 and 7.29.
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Mivestock grazing obviously is not the socle cause of all prodblems
and issues affecting fish and wildlife habitat, However,
historically, grazing has probably been the single most pervasive
cavuse of severec deterioration of crucial habitat, both
terrestrial and aquatic.

Depletion of riparian vegetation along water courses, together
with accelerated runoff from heavily grazed watersheds, has
caused scouring and entrenchment of streams and consequent
lovering of water tables. This, in turn, has caused alternation
of vegetal cover and lowering of productivity, Most expenditures
of public funds for range and watershed restoration have been
necessitated by heavy livestock grazing.

We agree that it is not realistic, and possibly not desirable or
necessary, to elininate all livestock grazing., However, in light
of thre low productive capacity of much of the public land for
livestock and the substantial cost to the public for range and
watershed restoration or improvement, we believe that at least a
cursory analysis of both positive and negative impacts from
{gliminating grazing would be informative.

13.6 [We wish to emphasize the need for special management

considerations for riparian vegetation. Riparian habitat
supports a higher diversity and density of wildlife than any
other habitat type, and is the most vulnerable to loss or
depletion. In addition to the immediate and site specific value
to wildlife, riparian vegetation is vital for erosion control and
protection of water quality and aquatic habitat.

Because of the tendency of livestock to concentrate along
riparian areas, this habitat is often abused even when the
overall level of grazing in an allotment is low. Therefore, it
is essential that significant riparian areas be managed
Eeparately from adjacent uplands.

The above problems are recognized in the report, and measures are
described for alleviating them. Our concern is that the
underlying emphasis on providing for increased livestock use will

conflict with measures needed for inprovement of wildlife hahitnt
to the detriment of the latter.

The opportunity to comment is appreciated.

cecs RO, Denver, Colorado
FWS, Washington, DC :
Utah DWR, Salt Lake City, Utah

13.6 in the proposed plan, BLM is proposing to protect riparian areas
which are in poor condition as a result of livestock grazing. BLM is
concentrating its corrective management actions in these areas, and will
ensure that areas in fair or good condition are improved or maintained in
their present condition {see also response 7.46).
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AtlanticRichfieldCompany Government Relations
555 Seventeenth Sireet C:

Denver, Colorado 80202

Telephone 303 575 7577 w :-7

Public Lands

August 9, 1984

M.5. Jensen

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Cedar City District

P.0O. Box 724

1579 North Main

Cedar City, UT 84720

RE: Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement, Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony
Planning Area, Utah

Dear Mr. Jensen:

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
for the Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony Planning Area
in the Cedar City District.

As a company, Atlantic Richfield is primarily
involved in the exploration, development and
production of oil and gas., We are very active in the
Cedar City District and presently have approximately
45,000 acres under lease.

14,1 {Although your preferred alternative, Planning, leaves
86% of the planning area open to oil and gas leasing
with standard stipulations, we are concerned with the
137,700 acres under Category 2, leasing with special
stipulations, especially in those areas located in
the Antimony Planning Unit and along the Parowan
Front in the Cedar and Beaver Planning Units as shown
on the attached maps.

Although the restrictions in these two areas are
primarily seasonal for the protection of crucial big
game winter range, they will especially limit
exploration efforts along the Hurricane Fault Trend
lof the Parowan Front.

14.2 [Category 1, leasing with standard stipulations,
acreage for both the preferred Planning Alternative
and the Protection Alternative are the same, 921,500

14.1 We are required to select the least restrictive stipulations and
categories necessary to protect sensitive resources. Seasonal no-surface
occupancy s the minimal protection necessary to adequately protect crucial
big game winter range. It is not clear from your letter why the seasonal
restrictions would significantly limit your exploration efforts along the
Hurricane Fault trend or in the Antimony area. If exploration is commenced
early enough in the occupancy season, most wells could be drilled without
conflict. It is true, however, that drilling of deep wells could be inhibited
by temporary shutdown during the no occupancy season. However, in such cases
the authorized officer may allow continued drilling if there would be no
significant impact to crucial big game winter range in the particular case.

14.2 The resources requiring protective stipulations under the protection
and planning alternatives are the same ard the only such resources

identified. The alternatives simply reflect different levels of protection
for those resources.
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M.S. Jensen
August 9, 1984
Page 2

acres, We would like you to reevaluate these two
areas as shown on the maps in order to decrease the
137,700 acres presently in Category 2 so they can be

added to Category 1 and open to leasing with standard
stipulations,

If you have any questions or need additional
information on our comments, please contact me at the
above address ar phone,
Sincerely,

g;e ;ix::ﬁ; ) QIEﬁ\83:z§4g)
Peter B. Briggs

PBB:mad
attachment

2.71
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SANDY LONG
P.0. Box 1442 Fillmore, Utsh 84631

8-10-84

Dear Sir:

I have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Cedar,
Beaver, Carfield, Antimony Resource Management Plan, and 1 have no
particular concerns with it, I would however, suggest a possible
relook at the alternative selected for range.

15.1 [The preferred alternative listed on page 3-4 states that the No
Action Alterunative will be selected for range. I would prefer the
Production Alternative to any of the others. This would bring the
area under mere intensive range management and calls for extensive
land treatment, The increased land treatment would improve the area
in all aspects. Not only would livestock grazing be increased,
wildlife habitat and watershed protection would be improved and
erosion would be veduced, These relationships have been shown to
exist many times, a case in point being the Oak Creek Evaluation
|Project in Millard County.

—
w
b

—

Please refer to response 7.13,

|

15.2 [Another point to consider in selecting & more aggressive range
development alternative is public attitude. The public will not
stand for the maragement of the land in a passive manner forever.

A major resource such as this range needs to be managed aggressively
{for the publics' best interest.

Please refer to response 7.13.
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15.3 [Map 1.1, (psge 1-2), has the areas labeled Incorrectly. )

hal
o
W

|

The necessary corrections have been made to this map.
Sincerely,

W[/ﬂ
sandy L

Range Conservationi
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August 14, 1984

Jay Carlson, Project leader
Bureau of Land Management
Beaver River Resource Area
444 south Main - Suite C-3
Cedar City, Utah 84720

Dear Mr, farlson:

The Pesource Development (vordinating Comittee has reviewed the
Cedar/Beaver/ Garfield/ Antimony Draft Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Ispact Statement, The planning staff is to be cormended for a
difficult job well done in developing and presenting a comprehensive and
balanced resource allocation plan, We appreciate BIM's extra efforts to
involve the state in plan formulation. Of note are several special
presentations made to the RDCC and opportunities extended to that group for
early review of the plan, as well as involvement of the Division of Wildlife
Resources in providing big game numbers, in specifying various wildlife
habitat values and areas of conflict, and in analyzing and presenting the data.

The state has identified no inconsistencies between the RMP and formally

adopted plans, programs or policies of the state. The attached comments are
provided primarily to enhance the accuracy of the plan,

We appreciate the opportunity to have participated in the development of
this plan and to have reviewed it at this stage. We look forward to continued
good relations between the BIM and the state of Utah.

’
—

WWM\/

overnor

smM: i
enc.
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Page One of Attachments

GEMNEPAL COMMEITS

Chapter 2 - Alternatives

The planning team avoiGed two of the most common shortcomings of resource
plans: unrealistic alternatives and undifferentiated alternatives. Generally,
in the CBGA RMP each alternative could reasonably be implemented and each
slternative is consistent with and would irplement a different management
philosophy, thus providing a real choice among the alternatives.

The summary tables in Chapter 2 were very helpful in analyzing the
document--in understanding the implications of each alternative and the

relatinnshines between alternatives The general imslementation schedule on
relat Snips Detween aiternatives, The general impliementaticn scnedule on

page 2-33 was also very useful in understanding the significance of the RMP as
it relates to on-the-ground activities.

16.1 lﬁildlife

The EIS has identified a significant amunt of critical wildlife habitat
on lands planned for disposal. Planning should consider alternatives to
disposal on those lands. One option might include leasing lands to the
pivision of Wildlife Resources, another would involve property transfers with
private owners or other agencies in an attempt to create manageable umts. xf
properties are disposed of, criti

or compensated,

dabaler wmikdood

iately mitiga

16.2 | Each alternative discusses economic value of wildlife, particulariy
regarding big game harvest, The discussion is controversial because there are
various ways to assign monetary value. Based on an expenditure of $20 per
hunter per day, the EIS has assigned an average annual harvest value of
$1,176,000 for the five counties involved, According to the 1980 National

Survev of Fi ng, Hunting, and Wildlife~-Associated R

Survey of Fl Asso Re 7 the average

expenditure by big game hunters in utah was approximately $200. The Division
accepts an even higher expenditure, $247 per hunter, resulting in an annual
value $3,289,299 for the five county area. We feel that the discussion
suppresses what might be the actual economic value of wildlife by assigning
the minimum average expenditure figure, A range of values would be more
appropriate.

; the averace

orridors

16.3 [~ The state is concerned that a significant allocation of resources is being
made, in the proposal to designate 470 linear miles of corridor, before an-
adequate impact assessment has been completed. The state supports corridor
designations because designated corridors can minimize adverse environmental
irpacts, avoid the proliferation of separate rights-of ways (ROW), and reduce
the time required to approve ROW applications. However, the above objectives
may not be met when designation is made without a concomitant comparative
resource analysis as appears to be the case in this instance,

16.1 Your comments on the disposal of CDWR are acknowledged and the
proposa] changed so that except for approximately 167 acres, no COWR will be

vod €or dienpeal Land exchanges and/or leases to the Utah Division of
84 TOUV GISpGSsai. LangG £xXCnanges ang/or 1eases Lo ihe vlah UIviIsion of

Hﬂdhfe Resources (UDWR) have been and can be made. One such exchange of
pubic Tand and UDWR land was consummated in 1983, in which UDWR acquired 2268
acres of CDWR between the communities of Parowan and Summit. A private
exchange is also being processed at the present time between BLM and a private
individual in Beaver County, in which the BLM will acquire 160 acres of

valuable deer and sage grouse habitat. For more discussion, see Response 7.79

i6.2 As you note, the assignment of monetary values to hunter-related
rec

>
expenditures is not subject to direct configuration and therefore can be
somewhat controversial. BLM does not challienge the values submitted by the
Division of Wildlife Resources, but notes that those values utilized in the
DEIS were employed primari]y for illustrative purposes. If the Division's
figures were employed, the same conclusions would still be reached: The
$3,289,299 cited still represents only 2 percent of earnings of the region
versus nearly 1 percent for the $1,176,000 in the DEIS. 1In either case, the
economic viability of the region does not hinge upon wildlife related
expenditure in the area. Additionally, it should be noted that Bureau
fnvestments in and management activities for wildlife resources are not
contingent upon hunting related expenditures in the region and as such, they
have little bearing upon management decisions affecting wildlife habitat
management .

16.3 Your comments on corridor designation is acknowledaed and the
proposal changed so that only those corridors for which a need has been
expressed and for which an adequate 1mpact assessment has been completed are

pvupusuu for ut.')tguauull. In GUUILIUII. it is also DT‘ODOSEO that a regmnal or
statewide study and analysis be made of corridor needs and additional corridor
designations made based on that analysis. For a discussion of the proposed
changes refer to response 7.62.
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Page Two of Attachrents

The anclysis should be based on the criteria already outlined by the
planning team but not yet applied: present and future demand for land use
{with input from interested parties such as that from industry reflected in
the Hestern Regional Corridor Study), the need to protect resource values, the
effect of the lands action on the management of adjacent public lands, the
effect on present public land users, coordination with other Federal, State,
and local plans, goals, and regulation, physical capal-ility of the resources
in the area, and corpliance with applicable State and Federal laws (see page
1-7 of the RMP/EIS).

Since there are no expressed demands for corridors at this time, the BLM
should wajt before designating any corridors until a analysis is completed
based on the above criteria. A corridor designated in light of that criteria
could provide the benefits intended by a corridor designation--greater
predictability in cpportunities for ROW issuance, expedited review, and
[minimization of environmental impacts and proliferation of ROWS.

Unsuitability Criteria

16.4 [ The RMP/EIS information on the impact of application of the unsuitability
criteria on availability of the coal resources is not consistently presented.
The minerals append .x states that application of unsuitability criteria 16
and 119 has not been conpleted and that the lands will be treated as
“*suitable’ for underground mining pending additional analysis required during
‘Preliminary Tract Delineation'® to determine if the lands would also be
suitable for surface mining (See page M-5.1 of the RMP/EIS)., This uncertainty
as to exact acreage available for surface mining is not always reflected in
the rest of the document., The discussion of the coal resource on page 4-20
does not account for this lack of data and states that 33,100 acres are
availeble for surface mining. Until all of the unsuitability criteria are
applied the BIM is mot in a position to state the number of acres available
for surface mining, More accurate is the discussion on page 2-16 which
indicates that the 3,900 acres currently considered unsuitable could be
increased once criteria §16 and $19 are applied. Table 2.2, on page 2-§, is
also sorewhat misleading in its presentation of the application of criteria
t/16 and 415,

16.5 |  Because of the problems that arise with delayed application of the
unsyitability criteria, the state strongly encourages the BIM to conmplete the
unsujtabilitv review in the planning phase. Currently there aré problems with
the review of the mine plan for the Alton Mine proposed by Utah International
due to late application of the criteria-—which may have a bearing on the
feasibility of the project, This information should be available for the
operator and the State pivision of 0il, Gas and Hining to work with at the
mine plan stage.

Corments By Page Number

16.6 | Ppage 5-4 The state chooses to go on record as stating a preference
for implementation of the Planning Alternative in each

16.4 You are correct, we have mistated the actual areas considered
suitable for further leasing consideration. A1 references to lands suitahle
for further consideration for leasing will reflect the more accurate wording
on page 2-16 of the DEIS.

16.5 r}anagement in the proposed plan is to apply unsuitability criterfa 16
and 19 prior to leasing in accordance with 43 CFR 3461.4. This will prevent

future problems such as the one you describe regarding the present Alton Mine
Plan Review.

16.6 See response 7,13,
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resource area including range. e understand that the BLM
also prefers to implement the Planning Alternative for
range manacement but is foreclosed from doing so until a
five year monitoring study is completed, The RMP/EIS is
somevhat confusing in its representation of the *proposed
action” for range management. The document should have
included an explanation as to why the No Action Alternative
must be chosen at this time.

16.7 |Page 2-4 tem 5. Riparian/Fisheries. The Planning Objective should
include "protection® as well as isprovement. Also, it is
L desirable to improve *"fair condition® areas to "good".

15.8 Page 2-4 Item 7. Forestry. Under the Planning Alternative
Cbiective, last sentence, add the words *,..while
preserving important esthetic and wildlife habitat
velues.” This agrees with the Protection Alternative

L Objective in Table 2.1 and the same subject in Table 2.2,

6.9 Page 2-8 Ttem 5. Riparian/Fisheries, Planning Alternative. The
habitat improverent of 23 acres and 8.7 miles of strean
seens minute considering the total available, and th~» great
L vajue of such areas for wildlife,

16.10 [Page 2-8 Item 8, Range. In the Planning, Production, and the
Prctection Alternative columns, do the numerals indicate
AUM's or animal numbers?

habitat should include the various means of land disposal,

16.11 [Page 3-24 Mule Deer, Paragraph 4. Other factors affecting mule deer
i.e., indemnity selection, sales, exchanges, etc.

~
=23
=
[a%]
=
Is}
o

ge 3-23 Antelope. The Division of Wildlife Resource's Southern
Regional Office has propocad that antelope be introduced to
the ranges east and northeast of Panguitch City. There may
also be some potential for a small herd southwest of
Panguitch on the slopes east of Haycock Mountain. They
were informed by the BRLM District Office that this would be
analyzed in the plan. Those proposals should be addressed
in the EIS.

16.13 [page 3-25 Sage Grouse., The last paragraph indicates there are no
conflicts with sage grouse, However, in certain areas,
heavy livestock use is detrimental to sage grouse broods in
mesic habitat; for example, the Minersville 1 allotment in
the Bald Hills,

ol [

16.14 [Page 2-26 Map 3.5 precludes critical deer winter range near

panguitch, a small portion on the Beaver Ridge east of 1-15
and near Circleville. These areas should be included in
the EIS and can be identified by personnel in pivision of
Wildlife Resource's Regional Office in Cedar City. Please

16.7 See response 7.46,

16.8 Your comment is correct and the proposed Final RMP/EIS will reflect
the change.

16.9 BLM is proposing to concentrate its management efforts on areas where
excessive livestock grazing has resulted in poor habitat condition. The
objectives for riparian habitat management also include maintaining or
improving areas currently in fair or good condition (see response 7.46).

16.10 The stocking levels refer to AUMs.

16.11 The discussion on page 3-72 of the DEIS concerning factors affecting
myle deer habitat has been modified to reflect your comment,

16.12 This action was not addressed in the DEIS, however, BLM favors the
proposed transplant and will address the proposal in the Garfield HMP.

16.13 The mesic areas identified are generally small in nature, While some
isolated conflicts may exist with livestock grazing, it is believed that the
management actions (such as a grazing system, change in season of use,
adjustment in stocking rates, and land treatment} proposed for the Minersville
1 Allotment {page R-2.20) will reduce or eliminate these conflicts.

16.14 After careful evaluation of inventory data, BLM has not been able to
Tocate areas where moderate or heavy use by mule deer is occurring near
Panguitch. In light of this information, BLM is proposing to monitor and
evaluate these areas used by mule deer in coordination with UNDWR, 1f, through
monitoring and evaluation, the area is determined to contain crucial deer
winter range, an amendment to the plan and appropriate protection measures
will be initiated. No information indicating crucial deer winter range was
cotlected near Circleville or Beaver Ridge.
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16.15

16.16

16.17

I

[Page 4-8

L

359@ 4-25

L

[Page M~5.16

L

note that a reference in the text to map 3.5 being located
in the packet of maps and not in the document itself would
be very helpful.

Paraqraph 5. Livestock grazing will adversely affect sage
arouse in mesic areas, depending on the availability and
distribution of water, the season of use, and the stoching
rate,

Conclusion. which 1s correct—a loss of 900 acres of
critical deer winter range—or 80 acres? Second paragraph,
page 4-23.

In additien to maps reflecting application of the coal
unsuitability criteria in the Johns Valley and Kolob area,
a map of the "Alton potential Cozl Development
Area—Application of the Coal Unsuitability Criterion®
should also be included in the Final RMP.

16,15 See Response 16.13.

16.16 Both the 900 acres on page 4-25 and the B0 acres on page 4-23 are in
error. For a more detailed discussion, see response 7.79,

16.17 A map showing the Alton Potential Coal Development Area and
application of coal unsuitability criteria will be provided in the proposed
plan,
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P. 0. Box 224
Paragonsh, Utah
January 28, 1982

To the Dapartmant of the Interior
Secratary FEme=d. Watts
Governor Scott Matheson
and local advisory Board Members, and others

Gantlemen:

In respcnss tc the recsnt material sent to me by mall concerning intended actions
in re-regulating the rules about grazing liwastock on the public domain. I am
sorry, “ut not ashamed, of the fact I am not in a positisn to gat a clear view of
vhat thess proposals will shape-up to. So far I have not found amyone elss that
appears any better off,

I appreciata the confassions of the B.L.M. that past and pressnt conditions hawm

the elaments of cumbersoms and s“upid conditions and rules. From my memoriss of
ths acticnsy of Government Bureaus from the 122L start, whils some rules and
regulaticns had to start scmetime, it is hard %o swallcw tha the wery Gowernment
vou had your faith in as wour guardian and protector perpetuatad Bureaus that

sstup rulss of regulations that aidad and absted ths mcra alert, including connivars
and outright creoks, and bscama a party to granting grazing privileges to pecpls at
the expenss of thoss that had been using the land for years., (Too bad ws didn't
have the sarvices of Dan Rather and ths 60-Minutas program going years ago,)

To me ths present up-dated proposals are for more dietorial power in the hands of
tre Governmant Buresu. The final discussion left to the authorized personnsl is
dictorial powar, tomrered by the mood of one individual.

™

T suhiach of unauthcorized catils could be most anryihing. To me, catile that had.
their grazing fees paid are not unautherized. Thay may ba cattle out of plaes, for
a number of reasons. The Bursau wants to point to the owvner. It is easy to sst on
all the authority and slff-off the responsidility. Soms of the trespassing
problams is indirectly the fault of ths Bursjus interfsarences. As lcng as they have
a volce in managing things, they should shaw the respensibility for the results.

*hils I too often find myself working alome, I have to handle my cattles the bast
way I can. My cattls handls s lot bebtsr when I can use hay to help hold thsm,
collact then, and a%t times whea I am trailing them. The Bursau can't see the
wiedenm of this. Maybe 1f 1t snowed. How about when ths brouse gets hit with a
bad frost? The Bureau nevar thought of it.

I can remember whan America wvas & little more fras., We have t00 many people

that are ovar-anxious to impose restrictions and spand American f{reedom recklessly
Their children, or their children's children may find themselves in an American
satting different than their father's expacted. The sesds of fresdom will have to
ts continually planted and cultivated to perpstuate itself.

It i3 the genaral ~waons=nsus that if one doss not protast, he approves. (Not
nacessarily so.) How about turning it abcut and count the approvals that are mads
in voles or writing, and considsr all elss as protasts, fncluding thoss who do not
hays enough understarding to voice an opinion. If there was 2 computer to focus the
mature picture of the Frankenstsin in acticn, they would have no trouble in voicing
an opinton,

Sincerely,

William Limo
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ENDANGERED SPECIES OVEKCE
1406 FEDFRAL BUTLOING
$23 SOLTH STATL SIKEET
N REPLY REFER TO SALT LARE CITY, UTAM 84138-1(5°

August 14, 1984

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jiy K, Carlson, Te-m Leader, Burea. of Land Management,
Cedar City, Utah

FROM: Field Supervisor, Endangered Species Office, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Salt Lake City, Utah

SUBJECT: Cedar, Beaver, Garfield, Antimony Environmental Impact
Statement

In response to the subject environmental impact statement dated
Moy 14, 1984, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurs with
your assessment of no effect on endangered speci2s. This
determination is based on the fact the Bureau of Land Management
i{s required by Section 7 of the Endangered Speci2s Act to consult

with this office for any project that may affect a threatened or
endangered species in its habitat.

If we may be of any service i{n this or other matters concerning

the Engangered Species Act please contact.this office at your
convenience, z ,
=
AA;L?cyO
/ ).

./;’red L. Bolwahnn
Field Supervisor

7’

No Comment. ldentified
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR FORCE REGIONAL CIVIL ENGINEER CENTRAL REGION (AFESC)
1114 COMMERCE STREET
DALLAS TEXAS 75242

’
S

€ pust

v

s

Mr. Jay K. Carlson, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

444 South Main

Cedar City, UT 84720

RE: Cedar/Beaver/Garfield/Antimony Draft Resource Management
Plant/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS)

Dear Mr, Carlson:

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review the referenced RMP/EIS.

Review of the RMP/E1S indicates a visual training route traversing the study
area on a north-south axis from the vicinity of Beaver in the north to an area
approximately equidistant from Cedar City and Panguitch in the south. There fs
also an instrumentation training route crossing from east to west just north of
Beaver and below Milford.

The Air Force position on these flights is to retain the use of existing and th
establishment of future military air training routes which may traverse wilder-
ness areas. These flights are relegated to areas which are least accessible an
sparsely inhabited. The main determinants in locating a military training acti
vity are: mission requirements, fuel costs, and environmental constraints.

The use of low altitude airspace by the Air Force is necessitated bv the
requirement for flight crews to maintain a high degree of training and readines
proficiency. Thus, military airspace requirements are subject to frequent
change.

Restrictions on military overflights are opposed by the Air Force. Therefore,
we ask that you give consideration in your management planning efforts to these
Air Force needs to avoid any conflicts with future use of Tow altitude airspace
by the Air Force.

We hope this information is helpful in your planning efforts. If additional
in;ormation is needed, please contact Mr, Tony Robledo at 214-767-2514, or FTS
8-729-2514, .

A
PAUL D. GARCIA, Lt Col, USAF
Chief, Environmental Planning Division

Cy to: HQ USAF/LEEV
AFREP /Northwest Mtn
Rgn

19.1 No conflicts have been identified with Air Force overflights of the

planning area. There are no proposals to limit or control military
requirements.,
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AREAWIDE CLEARINGHOUSE A-95 REVIEW
Tvpe of Action: Pre-Application Notification of Intent Application

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Notice of Federal Action

o £_16-84 HT BAOS14.0720
Receipt Date e #7487 SA[ Number w_‘i{_ ACH Number

Bureau of Land Management (Cedar City District Gffice)
Applicant Identilication, Address  Jay K. Carlson, Team Leader
T ! Beaver River Resource Area
444 South Main
Cedar City, UT 84720 586-2458

..... City, UT 84720 3584
Applicant’s Project Funding N/A
Title: ORAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL  Federal $e
TMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE CEDAR, BEAVER, GARFIELD, ANTIMONY Supplemental
Description:  PLANNING AREA . State -—
Thig Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statementlocal -

describes and anﬂyzes the impacts of four alternatives for Other

managing the public land resources fn the Cedar, Beaver, TOTAL oo
a2t d and Aty Dacmairmma Avase ko b Biwaar af nd

barvie lu' 30T Anlimony Resgurce Areas oy the Bureau of Land

Management.

Federal Funding Department and Agency

AREAWIDE CLEARINGHOUSE COMMENTS CN PROPOSAL FOR FEDERAL AID

Statf review compl! tdstey . 6-29-84
Screening Commitiee review pieted {date) 7-11-84
Executive Board Review Completed {date)

Refarred 1o o o Yor sddi
Referred 1o originator tor addi

iy approved @

o
scommaend Disapproval . Commaents [see teverse side of page)

EE o

. ey

The project described above { X ) does {  } doesviot conform with the poiicy or pianning of the muitijurisdic.
tional srea it directly impacts. Additional information { ) is{ x) is not needed.

0

150 serve notice that #ii requirements of the Project Notification and Heview System Tor thiy multijurisdle-
tional arez have been met. Therefore, attach This lelter to your application snd forward 10 the federal funding
agency. !

{3 1 this project will be a renewal of continuation grant, please submit your application next year to this area-
wide clearinghouse for re-review 30 days priof to submission to federal funding agency.

H any Clearinghoute Comments go unresolved, Federal aw requires the Applicant to sttsch s copy of all negative
1o the project spp ion and forward them both 1o the Federat Funding Agency{ies),

0} ve would anticipate revicwing final project application 30 days priov to
submission for fundiang.

e 7-12-84
= Authonizing Ofticial —

e o, Date, [ L, N
= Copy of review sent to appiicant,

BEAVFR GARFIFI Y [1:1a1N) KANE WASIMATAY

RESPONSES TO LETTER No. 20
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Mr. Jay Carlson Letter
January 17, 1984

Page 2
5. Disgosal of Lands: We support the production alternative for
dispesal of Tands. Those lands not withdrawn for public purposes should be

made available for economic development and comuunity development purposes.
Additicnally, utility corridors should be made available as needed to
support the growth of the area.

6, Recreation: The Rock Corral Recreaiion Area-should be -improved and
maintaired, Perhaps a cooperative agreement betwéen the BLM, Beaver County,
and the City of Milford could be negotiated to improve and maintain the
site.

7. Wildlife: We support the production alternative to maintain
existing Tands of big game and range.

8. Grazing: The need to improve grazing and increase AUMs are
important for the jong-term viability of the {ivestock industry. Past
grazing EIS's have failed to show schedules and projected costs to make
range improvements. If that is not possible in this plan, at least a
priority of improvements should be presented.

9. Visual Resource Management: Since BLM lands are under multiple use
management, developments should be managed so that the developers construct
improvements that are in harmony with the natural landscape such as c¢olor,

serosning. snd accect
Screening, &NG alCess.

We appreciate the time and effort you have put in toward coordinating the
dra‘t document with us. We Took forward to continued cooperation.

Sincerely,
Vo b Tl
6gfﬁ:%€nﬂc60na!d
Director Natural Resources
DYM:d1
AREAWIDE CLEARINGHOUSE
COMMENTS

The Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Cedar,
Beaver, Garfield Planning Area represents an in-depth analysis of impacts
and BLM management objectives. The Five County Association of Governments
supports the production alternative for the most efficient use of public

lande The mul*inle uen of lande in #ha mYamedom socs ooiod ha _o2 a2t _ 4
8NGS.  ANE MUILIPRe USE OF 1ands In Une pianning &rea must be maintained

for public benefit and economic return, During the preparation of this
document, the BLM coordinated with local government and received input

from the Association staff on specific impacts and management issues. The
plan is an improvement over previous BLM planning efforts in fts content

and in its analysis of impacts and managment objectives. Of particular note
are the range analysis outlining priorities for allotment development and
the foraqge management alternatives for Jivestock and big game which show

the grazing system, stocking levels, facili
allotment. (Vaughn McDonald)

lities, and treatments for each
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Mr. Jay Carlson Letter
January 17, 1584
Page 2 '

5. Disposal of Lands: We support the production alternative for
dispesal ¢f Yands. Those lands not withdrawn for public purposes should be
made available for economic developnent and community development purposes.
Additicnally, utility corridors should be made available as needed to
support the growth of the area.

6. Recreation: The Rock Corral Recreaiion Area -should be -improved and
maintained. Perhaps a cooperative agreement between the BLM, Beaver County,
and the City of Milford could be negotiated to improve and maintain the
site. K

7. Wildlife: We support the production alternative to maintain
existing Tands of big game and range.

8. Grazing: The need to improve grazing and fncrease AUMs are
important” for the Yong-term viability of the livestock industry. Past
grazing £15's have failed to show schedules and projected costs to make
range improvements. If that s not possible in this plan, at least a
priority of improvements should be presented.

9. Visual Resource Management: Since BLM lands are under multiple use
managerent, developments should be managed so that the developers construct
improvements that are in harmony with the natural landscape such as color,
screening, and access.

We appreciate the time and effort you have put in toward coordinating the
dra‘t document with us. We look forward to continued cooperation.

Sincerely,

Uoatn o2l

Director Natural Resources
DyM; 4t

AREAWIDE CLEARINGHOUSE
COMMENTS

The Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Cedar,
Beaver, Garfield Planning Area represents an in-depth analysis of impacts
and BLM management objectives. The Five County Association of Governments
supports the production alternative for the most efficient use of public
langs. The multiple use of lands in the plaraing area must be maintained
for public benefit and economic return. During the preparation of this
document, the BLM coordinated with local government and received input
from the Association staff on specific impacts and management fssues. The
plan is an improvement over previous BLM planning efforts in its content
and in its analysis of impacts and managment objectives. Of particular note
are the range analysis outlining priorities for allotment development and
the forage management slternatives for livestock and big game which show
the grazing system, stocking levels, facilities, and treatments for each
allotment. {Vaughr McDonald)
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This chapter briefly summarizes the alternatives analyzed in the DEIS and
presents a table portraying the comparison between the Proposed Plan and the
preferred alternative. The Proposed Plan and the Planning Alternative are
displayed side by side for easy reference to the changes made in management
directions as the result of public comments.

A. Continuation of the Present Management Alternative - No Action

The No Action alternative presents a continuation of present levels or
systems of resource use and management. The analysis of this alternative
forms the basis to compare the effects of the other alternatives against and
does not necessarily resolve all planning issues.

Special Resource Protection Measures

Laws, regulations, and policies requiring protection of special resources

would continue to be enforced. Additional measures for the protection of
special resources or to reverse existing conditions would not be undertaken.

Lands Actions

Lands actions would continue to be addressed on a case-by-case basis.
Applications for land tenure adjustments not addressed in existing planning
documents could only be accommodated through a planning amendment process.
The exception to this policy would be sales, exchanges, State selections,

3.1



State quantity grants, and sales or leases under the Recreation and Public
Purposes Act to local, State, and Federal public entities. The transaction
must serve a public purpose and accomplish a local, State, or national public
objective. Upon completion of this planning document if addtional tracts of
public land are identified that meet FLPMA land disposal criteria, they may be
disposed of without a plarning amendment by completing the NEPA requirements
for public land disposal. Rights-of-way would continue to be processed on a
case-by-case basis. No additional corridors would be designated.

Forage Management/Land Treatment

Existing forage managment would be continued. Current stocking rates and
seasons of use would not be adjusted. Existing management systems would be
maintained, but more intensive allotment management would not be proposed.
Land treatments and facilities currently programmed would be completed, but no
new treatments would be proposed by BLM. Individual projects could, however,
be implemented by permittees at any time, subject to BLM clearances.

Minerals

Existing 0i1 and gas leasing categories would be retained. Some 49,100
acres would be protected under Category 2 (Open with Special Stipulations);
34,100 acres would be protected under Category 3 (No Surface Occupancy); and
approximately 1,600 acres would be protected under Category 4 (No Leasing).

Currently geothermal léasing is not conducted under a category system.

Stipulations governing geothermal leasing, exploration, and development were
derived from EAs developed to provide necessary protection for other
resources. Approximately 133,000 acres are currently protected by special
stipulations, and over 8,900 acres are protected by no surface occupancy
stipulations. Leasing of coal would be deferred until planning would be
done.

Forestry

Use authorization would continue on a demand basis. Green wood cutting
areas would be established periodically as needs arise.

B. Planning Alternative - ( Preferred Alternative )

The major objective of this alternative is to provide a balance between

resource outputs and demands. In attempting to meet this objective, a
compromise was struck between competing needs: the need to protect sensitive
resources, and the resource production base versus the need to generate
resource outputs in support of local and regional economics. Under this

alternative, the five planning issues would be resolved as follows:

Special Resource Protection Measures

Laws, regulations, and policies requiring the protection of special

resources would continue to be enforced. Measures would be taken to provide
additional protection to riparian/fisheries habitat. Improved management and

3.2



treatments would be implemented to protect important soil, water resources,
and crucial big game winter range. Threatened, endangered, sensitive, status
review, and other protected plant and animal species would continue to receive
protection under the law. Transplant programs leading to the delisting of the
Utah prairie dog would be continued. Crucial sage grouse habitat associated
with 22 active strutting grounds would continue to receive protection from
disturbance. Visual resources would receive protection through the adoption
of management objectives within the Visual Resources Management system, with
ipegial emphasis on protecting the foreground visual zone in VRM Class 11
ands.

Lands Actions

Land disposals would be proposed on approximately 36,400 acres of
scattered public lands. An estimated 470 lineal miles of major corridors
(300,800 acres) would be designated, subject to stipulations for protection of
sensitive resources.

Forage Management/Land Treatment

Intensive management (agreements, systems, Allotment Management Plans
(AMPs), and vegetation treatments (70,000 acres) would be proposed on 75
priority allotments. Stocking rates on all priority allotments would be
adjusted to reflect forage availability based on monitoring studies.

Minerals

Existing 0il and gas leasing categories would be adjusted to relieve
overprotection on 38,000 acres and underprotection of sensitive resources on
34,100 acres. The adjusted oil and gas categories would also be applied to
geothermal leasing in order to relieve the disparity between these two leasing
systems and to provide a uniform set of protections for similarly affected
sensitive resources. Approximately 33,100 acres of coal lands would be made
available for leasing with special mitigation of surface disturbances applied

to reduce visual disturbance on 2,800 acres.

Forestry

Production and use authorization would be balanced with demand at between
6,000 and 3,750 cords per year. Expansion of access and limitations on
commercial harvest in green cutting areas would allow additional utilization
of stands adjacent to population centers by private individuals.

C. Production Alternative

The production alternative places primary emphasis on making pulbic land
and resources available for use and development. Environmental values would
be protected to the extent required by applicable laws, regulations, and
policies. The goal of this alternative is to change present management
direction so that the identified issues are resolved in a manner that
generally places highest priority on the production of commodities such as oil
and gas, coal, and livestock forage. Under this alternative, the five
planning issues would be resolved as follows:

3.3



Special Resource Protection Measures

Laws, regulations, and policies regquiring special protection of special
resources would continue to be enforced at existing intensities. Additional
measures for the protection of special resources or to reverse conditions
currently contributing to the loss of special resources would not be
undertaken.

Lands Actions

Lands disposals wouid be proposed on approximately 41,400 acres of

scattered public lands. Approximately 470 lineal miles of major corridors
affecting approximately 300,800 acres would be designated, subject to

stipulations for protection of sensitive resources. Issuance of rights-of-way
grants would be given priority over requirements for special stipulations to

protect sensitive resources.

Forage Management/Land Treatment

An estimated 736,000 acres of treatment (with necessary supporting
facilities) yielding approximately 149,100 additional animal unit months would
be proposed. Intensive management (agreements, systems, AMPs) would be
impiemented on all allotments. Stocking levels would refiect increased forage
availability.

Minerals

The entire planning area would be placed in Category 1 (open to leasing
with standard stipulations) for both oil and gas and geothermal leasing. A1l
coal lands, approximately 37,000 acres, not removed from consideration through
the application of the Coal Unsuitability Criteria, would be available for
consideration for leasing.

Forestry

Use authorization of fuelwood harvest would be displaced to adjoining
planning units or other Federal (Forest Service) lands, in the long term, as a
result of treatments proposed under the Forage Management/Land Treatment
jssue. In the short term, use authorization would be continued area-wide as
specified in the Planning Alternative. Additional woodland products would be
made available as the result of salvage within land treatment areas in the
short term.

D. Protection Alternative

The protection alternative places primary emphasis on maintaining or
improving important environmental values. Resource use and development would
continue to the extent compatible with the environmental protection emphasis.
The goal of this alternative is to direct management so that the identified
jssues are resolved in a manner that generally places highest priority on the
maintenance or improvement of the condition of key wildlife and riparian
habitats, and noncommodity values. Under this alternative, the five plannning
issues would be resolved as follows:
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Special Resource Protection Measures

Laws, regulations, and policies requiring the protection of special
resources would be emphasized. Riparian/fisheries habitat would be protected
from surface disturbing activities such as oil and gas exploration, livestock
grazing, and ORV usage. Treatments, structures, and improved management would
be implemented on approximately 6,400 acres of high moderate to critical
erosion conditon watersheds. Livestock grazing would be eliminated from
crucial big game winter range. Threatened, endangered, sensitive, status
review, and other protected plant and animal species would be protected from
disturbance. Transplant programs for the Utah prairie dog would be
continued. Crucial sage grouse habitat associated with 22 active strutting
grounds would be protected from surface disturbing activities such as ORV
usage and oil and gas exploration. Visual resources would be protected
through the adoption of management objectives within the Visual Resources
Management system with special emphasis on VRM Class II lands.

Lands Actions

Lands disposals would be proposed on 26,000 acres which have been screened

through an interdisciplinary review process to be free of significant resource
conflicts. All right-of-way needs would be addressed on a case-by-case

basis. Approximately 470 lineal miles of major corridors affecting
approximately 300,800 acres would be designated, subject to stipulations for

protection of sensitive resources. Stipulations to protect sensitive
resources would be given priority over issuance of rights-of-way.

Forage Management/Land Treatment

Stocking rates would be adjusted to estimated grazing capacity within the
short term on all allotments. Livestock grazing would be adjusted to 40
percent of capacity on all allotments with crucial big game winter range.
Season of use adjustments to benefit wildlife would be made on 127
allotments. Land treatments to benefit wildlife would be performed on 8,200
acres. Intensive management would be implemented on all allotments with
livestock grazing.

Minerals

Existing oil and gas leasing categories would be modified to jmpose more
extensive protection for sensitive resources from both oil and gas and
geothermal leasing. With regard to the existing categories, Category 2 (open
with special stipulations) would be reduced by nearly 49,100 acres; Category 3
(no surface occupancy) would be increased by nearly 300 acres; and Category 4
(no leasing) would be increased by approximately 119,300 acres. The adjusted
011 and gas categories would also be appliied to geothermal leasing to relieve
the disparity between these two systems and to provide a uniform set of
protections for similarly affected sensitive resources. Coal lands on 33,100

acres would be available for leasing for certain stipulated methods of
underground mining of coal. Multiple resource considerations would prohibit

surface disturbance from coal development on 2,800 acres for protection of
visual resources.
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Forestry

Use authorization for fuelwood would be limited to currently available and
accessible sustainable production levels of 1,200 cords per year.

E. Comparison Between the Proposed Plan and the Preferred Alternative (table)

The following table presents a comparison between the proposed plan the

the preferred alternative (Planning Alternative, DEIS). This table portrays
the changes made to the planning alternative as the result of public comment
and additional analysis, and the anticipated outputs of the proposed RMP.
Following the table will be a summary of how the proposed plan resolves the
planning issues.

For easy reference arrows ( » ) are placed in the table indicating changes
made in the preferred alternative (Planning Alternative from DEIS).
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TABLE 3.1

COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

RESOURCE OR PLAN ALLOCATION UNIT QF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP
PROGRAM ELEMENT OR QUTPUT MEASURE FROM DEIS MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
1. Llands Land Disposal Provide for disposals, exchanges, or Identify for disposal 37,000 acres.
selections of public lands on 36,400 Develop disposal Plan.
acres (Appendix Lands-1, Map 4,1). Impiement Disposal Plan
Disposats Acres Fed. 36,400 37,000
Exchanges Surface
Selections
Corridor Designation Continue to process individual Designate 110 miles of corridors
rights-of-way., Designate 470 miles as identified on Lands Map 1.
of corridaors as identified in the
Western Regional Corridor Study Encourage major ROWS to locate
(Map 3.1)(DEIS). within designated corridors.
Appropriate stipulations are ap-
plied in approval of major ROW
applications within designated
corridors,
Corridors Designated Lineal Miles 470 no
®
Use Authorizations Process use authorization applica- Process use authorizattion appli-
tions on a case-by-case basis. cations on a case-by-case basis.
2. Minerals 0i1l, Gas, and Geother- Apply the following oil, gas, and Apply the following oil, gas, and

mal Leasing

geothermal leasing categories:
Category 1 - Open - Standard Sti-

pulations 915,900 acres; Category 2 -

Open - Special Stipulations 145,100
acres (VRM Class IT 41,100 acres,
riparian acres 14,100 acres; CEWR
1,400 acres, CDWR 69,100 acres, sage
grouse strutting grounds 11,100
acres, raptor nesting areas 4,400
acres); Category 3 - Open - No Sur-
face Occupancy 9,600 acres (Utah
prairie dog sites 3,900 acres, rip~
arfan lands - Quichapa Lake 1,000
acres, recreation sites 500 acres,
R&PP and patent lands 4,100 acres);
Category 4 - No Leasing 800 acres
{recreation sites).

geothermal leasing categories:
Category 1 - Open - Standard Sti-
pulations 915,900 acres; Category
2 - Open - Special Stipulations
145,100 acres (VRM Class II 41,100
acres, riparian acres 14,100 acres;
CEWR 1,400 acres, COWR 69,100 acres
sage grouse strutting grounds
11,100 acres, raptor nesting areas
4,400 acres); Category 3 - Open -
No Surface Occupancy 10,400 acres
{Utah prairie dog sites 3,400 acres
Riparian lands - Quichapa Lake
1,000 acres, recreation sites 1,300
acres R&PP and patent lands 4,100
acres); Category 4 - No leasing 0
acres.

<
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TABLE 3.1 COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

RESQURCE OR PLAN ALLOCATION UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP
PROGRAM ELEMENT OR _QUTPUT MEASURE FROM DEIS MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
Minerals {Continued) Cat. 1 - Standard Acres of Fed. 95,900 915,900
Stipulations Minerals
Cat. 2 - Special Acres of Fed. 145,100 145,100
Stipulations Minerals
Cat. 3 - No Surface Acres of Fed. 9, 600 10, 400
Qccupancy Minerals
Cat. 4 - No Leasing Acres of Fed. 800 0
Minerals
Coal leasing The following lands will be consi- The following lands will be consi-
dered as suitable for further con- dered as suitable for further con-
sideration for leasing for certain sideration for leasing for certain
stipulated methods of underground stipulated methods of underground
mining; Kolob coal field 20,200 mining; Kolob coal field 20,200
acres, Alton coal field 900 acres, acres, Alton coal field 900 acres,
and Johns Valley coal field 15,900 and Johns Valley coal field 15,900
acres. An additional 3,900 acres, acres, An additional 3,900 acres
shall be considered as unsuitable shall be considered as unsuitable
for surface mining within these for surface mining within these
coal fields. Mitigate impacts to coal fields. Mitigate impacts to
visual resources on 2,800 acres visual resources on 2,800 acres
within Kolob coal field in the VRM within Kolob coal field in the YRM
Class II foreground visual zone. Class II foreground visual zone.
Apply coal uynsuyitability criteria Apoly coal unsuitability criteria
16 and 19 when additional informa- 16 and 19 when additional informa-
tion is gathered before issuing a tion is gathered before leasing.
permit to mine.
Provide coal screening findings to
USO and Regional coal team,
Available for fur-  Acres Fed. 37,000 37,000
ther consideration Minerals
for underground (Unsuitabili-
wining ty criteria
app lied)
Unsuitable for Acres Fed. 3,900 3,900
syrface mining Minerals
(Unsuitabili-

ty criteria
applied.
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TABLE 3.1 COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

RESOURCE OR PLAN ALLOCATION UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP
PROGRAM ELEMENT OR_OUTPUT MEASURE FROM DEIS MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
2. Minerals Unsuitable for Sur- Acres Fed. 0 0
{Cont inued) face Occupancy Minerals
for coal mining (Multiple
resource in-
teractions
app I 1ed)
Suitable for Surface Acres Fed. 33,100 33,100
mining Minerals
Other Minerals Manage- Administer salable minerals on a Administer salable minerals on a
ment - Locatable, case-by-case basts case-by-case basis
Salable
Administer locatable mineral Administer locatable mineral
exploration and development exploration and development
on lands open for mineral entry on lands open for mineral entry
3. Recreation Recreation Management Manage CBGA planning areas as an Manage CBGA as an ERMA,
‘ Extensive Recreation Management Area Comnlete additional planning on the
{(ERMA) utilizing extensive, un- Mineral Mountains if the status of
structured, and custodial manage- the recreation opportunities
ment principles. changes and the identification of
a Special Recreation Management
Area is warranted.
Place priority for maintenance on Continue to provide for the
developed recreation sites (Rock management and maintenance of the
Corral) and bring facilities to facilities at Rock Corral. Explore
Bureau's maintenance standards. additional management agreements
with Milford on the administration
and saintenance of the facilities.
ORV Management Designate the public lands in CBGA Designate by 1987 public lands into
under the following ORV categories: the following ORV categories:
Open - 1,057,300 acres; Limited to Open - 1,023,700; Limited to Exist-
Existing Roads and Trails - 14,100 ing Roads and Trails - 47,700
acres; and Closed - 0 acres. acres; and closed - 0 acres.
Open Acres of 1,057,300 1,023, 700
Fed. Surface
Limited Acres of 14,100 47,700
{Seasonal Fed. Surface
Restrictions)
Closed hcres of 0 4]

Fed. Surface
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TABLE 3.1 COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPQOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

RESOURCE OR PLAN ALLOCATION UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP
PROGRAM ELEMENT OR _OUTPUT MEASURE FROM DEIS MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
3. Recreation Access Maintain legal access to all fishing Maintain legal access to all fish-
(Cont inued) streams and important recreation ing streams and important recrea-
values and opportunities. tion values and opportunities.
4, Wildlife ODevelop and implement 7 habitat Develop and implement 7 habitat
management plans to imorove from management plans to improve from
poor to fair or good - 327,000 acres poor to fair or good - 327,000
. of the 820,000 acres of mule deer acres of the 820,000 acres of mule
habitat; 4,000 acres of the 20,100 deer habitat; 4,000 acres of the
acres of elk habitat; and 142,800 20,100 acres of elk habitat; and
acres of the 285,800 acres of ante- 142,800 acres of the 295,800 acres
Jope habitat., Maintain 62,300 of antelope habitat. Maintain
acres of crucial deer winter range 62,300 acres of crucial deer win-
in public ownership. ter range in public ownership,
Crucial* Wildlife Crucial Wildlifex
Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat
Big game Habitat Habitat Improved Acres Fed 7,900 156,800 7,900 156, 800
Surface
Deer Habitat Maintained Acres Fed. 53, 300 655, 600 53, 300 655, 600
Surface
Habitat Declined Acres Fed. 1,100 6,900 1,100 6, 900
Surface
Elk Habitat Improved Acres Fed. 0 4,400 0 4,400
Surface
Habitat Maintained Acres Fed. 1,300 15,100 1,300 15,100
Surface
Habitat Declined Acres Fed. 0 700 0 700
Surface
Antelope Habitat Improved Acres Fed. 0 39,300 0 39,300
Surface
Habitat Maintained Acres Fed. 3, 800 250, 600 3, 800 250, 600
Surface
- Habitat Declined Acres Fed. [ 6,000 0 6,000
Surface

* Improvements indicated in wildflife habitat are dependent upon management objectives for individual allotments being met.
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TABLE 3.1 COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

RESOURCE OR PLAN ALLOCATIOR UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP
PROGRAM ELEMENT OR QUTPUT MEASURE FROM DEIS MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
4, Wildlife Big Game Forage Big game would be provided 16,240 Provide 16,240 AUMs.necessary for
{Continued) AUMs in the short term and up to current big game populations. Pro-
34,200 AUMs in the long term if big vide up to an additional 17,960
game numbers increase to prior stable AUMs for prior stable or long-term
or long-term levels and if habitat goals set by UDWR if habitat condi-
is available. tions improve and forage becomes
available.
Deer Forage Demand AMs 15,500 31,000 15,500 31,000
Elk Forage Demand AUMs 330 1, 500 330 1, 500
Antelope Forage Demand AIMs 410 1,700 410 1,700
Land Treatments Implement 8,200 acres of land treat- Treat 8,200 acres of crucial deer
ments designed to improve big game winter range to improve habitat
habitat. condition and provide addftional
forage,
Acres Treated Acres Fed. 8,200 8,200
Surface

Riparian/Fisheries

Improve riparian habitat on 23 acres

and 2,5 stream miles of fisheries
habitat.

Improve 23 acres of poor condition
riparian habitat by eliminating
1ivestock grazing.

Riparian Fisheries Riparian Fisherfes

Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat
Habftat Improved 23 Acres 2.5 Miles 23 Acres 2,5 Miles
Habitat Maintained 410 Acres 32,5 Miles 410 Acres 32.5 Riles
Habitat Declined 16 Acres 0 Miles 16 Acres 0 Miles
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TABLE 3.1 COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

RESOURCE OR
PROGRAM

PLAN ALLOCATION
ELEMENT OR_QUTPUT

UNIT OF
MEASURE

PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE
FROM DEIS

PROPOSED RMP
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

5. Soils, Water,
Afr

Watershed Condition
(Critical Erosion)

Water Quality

Air Quality

Reduce soil erosion on 7,000 acres of
critical erosion areas (SSF 61-80)
through watershed treatments and/or
structures and mitigation of wild-
1ife and range program initiated
vegetative treatments. Mitigate
surface disturbing activities to
ensure protection of important
watershed values on all Tands.

1. Retain PL 566 withdrawals in
public ownership and continue to
monitor withdrawal areas for sat-
jsfactory watershed conditfons.

2. Prepare Watershed Management
Plans for the Cedar, Beaver, Gar-
field, and Antimony planning units,
The management plans will provide
for assessments of current infor-
mation regarding significant
erosion areas, ground water, sur-
face water, floodplains, salinity,
municipal watersheds, the identifi-
cation of data gaps, field inven-
tories to verify existing data or
fi11 in data gaps, and a ranking

of priortization of problem areas
for activity planning purposes.

3. Cooperate and coordinate with
local and State health departments,
and the Water Pollution Control
Committee in maintaining water
quality in the Cedar, Beaver, Gar-
field, and Antimony planning areas.

4, Comply with the Clean Air Act
through application of the NEPA
process on a case~by-case basis.

Conuition Class
Improved

~  Condition Class
Maintained

N

Acres Fed.
Surface

Acres Fed,
Surface

7,000

18,800

Undetermined - acres of critical
watershed will be identified in 4
activity plans and additional
inventories completed to identify
critical erosion sites and suita-
ble areas for potential treatments
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TABLE 3.1 COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPOSED PLAM AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

RESOURCE OR PLAN ALLOCATION UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP
PROGRAM ELEMENT OR OUTPUT MEASURE FROM DEIS MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
6. Forestry Use Authorization/ Establish green wood cutting areas 1. Manage woodland stands for the
Woodland Management adjacent to loca) population centers sustained production of woodland
and make available for harvest, not products. Continue to establish
to exceed 3,750 cords per year, pin- green wood cutting areas and pro-
yon and juniper woodland products. vide access to and within cutting
Provide additional access to and areas. ~
within green wood cutting areas.
Prohibit commercial sales of fuelwood 2. Complete woodliand management
within green wood cutting areas. plans for Cedar & Beaver planning
Continue to authorize sales of posts, units identifying access needs,
Christmas trees, and pine nuts to Tevels of harvest, use supervision,
meet public demand. Limit the sale plan implementation, and funding
green oak to 10 cords per permit per needs.
year, Preserve important esthetic
and wildlife values. 3. Continue present management of
woodland stands in Antimony and
Garfield PUs,
4, Limit commercial sales and har-
vest to areas identified for land
treatment, to salvage woodland pro-
ducts to achieve management objec-
tives of other programs,
5. Limit harvest of woodland spec-
fes with an maximum allowable har-
vest of 6,000 cords per year. Re-
duce annual harvest as appropriate,
as sustained yield base is reduced
by land treatment to a minimum of
3,750 cords per year, Limit har-
vest of oak to 10 crods per year
per family,
6. Prohibit cutting of woodland
products within identified riparian
and wildlife habitat.
Sustained Harvest Cords 6,000 3,750 . 6,000 3,750




TABLE 3.1 COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

PLAN ALLOCATION
ELEMENT OR _OYTPYT

PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE
FROM DEIS

PROPUSED RMP
MANAGEMENT ACTIORS

VAREY

Grazing Systems

New intensive grazing systems would
be Implemented on 58 allotments.
Current intensive grazing systems
would be modified on 11 allotments.

Manage 75 allotments as *I" (Im-
prove) category allotments, 41 as
*M* {Maintain) category allotments,
and 57 as "C" category allotments.

Initiate management actions along
with allotment facilities through
grazing agreements or AMPs to cor-
rect exfsting resource problems and
meet objectives on allotments as
listed in Tables 1 and 4,

Continue current management prac-
tices to maintain or improve cur-
rently satisfactory resource condi-
tions and to meet the listed objec~
tives on these allutments which
have few existirg recource problems
as shown in Table 5.

Continue current custodial manage-
ment practices through grazing
agreements on the 2llotments pre-
sented in Table 3,

75 "1% Category
41 *M* Category
67 "C* Category

75 *I*® Category
41 "M Category
57 "C" Category

Proposed stocking levels would be
67,000 in the short term and 88,100
in the long term.

Undetermined stocking levels will
based upon monitoring studies.
Initfal use adjustments will begin
within 5 years of RMP approval.

Land treatments would be completed
on 70,000 acres.

Undetermined, land treatments will
be determined as a function of
allotment management plans and
cooperative agreements,

The equivalent of an average removal

of 3-5 horses/year. The current
ability of the herd and the exist-
ing compatibility of uses on the
area would be maintained.

1. initiate and complete monitoring
studies to determine character-
{stics of the Chioride Canyon Herd,

2. Prepare a Herd Management Area
Plan (HMAP) to establish long-term
objectives and management actions
for Chloride Canyon Horse herd,

3. Prior to implementation of the
HWAP manage the Chloride Canyon
Horse herd (between 15 & 30 head)
to maintain a healthy herd.

Allotments
Stocking Levels
Treatments Acres Treated
Herd Management

Herd Stze

15 30

Hard size to he determined through
HMP (Interim herd size 15-30}
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TASBLE 3.1 COMPARISON BETWEEN PROPOSED PLAN AND PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

RESOURCE OR PLAN ALLOCATION UNIT OF PLANNING ALTERNATIAVE PROPOSED RMP
PROGRAM ELEMENT OR_QUTPUT MEASURE. . FROM DEIS MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
9, Visual VARM Management Classes Assign the following VRM Classes to 1. ¥isual Resources - establish YRM
lands within the CBGA planning area: Classes and mitigate surface dis-
Class I (0 acres); Class II (68,600 turbance to meet YRM Objectives,
acres); Class 111 {102,400 acres), where possible. Visual resource
and Class IV (900,400 acres). Design management classes would be assign-
and mitigate surface disturbing ed as follows: VRM Class II, 68,600
activities to meet VRM gbjectives acres; YRM Class 111, 102,400
(Appendix Visuial Resource-1) on acres; VRM Class IV, 900,400 acres.
Federal lands within these classes.
Do not exceed VRM objectives within
the foreground visual zone of YRM
Class II.
YRM Class 1 Acres Fed. 0 0
Surface
¥YRM Class II Acres Fed. 68, 600 68, 600
Surface
VRM Class 111 Acres fed. 102,400 102,400
Surface
YRM Class IV Acres Fed. 900, 400 900, 400
Surface

10. Cultural Cultural Resource

Management

1. Require cultural resource clear-
ances and mitigation on all projects
involving surface disturbing acti-
vities.

2. Complete inventory and site den-
sity map to be used to determine
avoidance areas.

3. Protect national Register sites
from surface disturbance.

1. Require cultural resource clear-
ances and mitigation on all pro-
Jects involving surface disturbing
activities.

2. Complete inventory and site den-

.sity.map to be used to determine

avoidance areas. -

3. Protect National Register sites
from surface disturbance.

11, Fire Management Fire Suppression

1. Implement full fire suppression.

2. Complete Beaver River Fire Plan
and provide for observation or
modified suppression areas based
upon additional analyses, if
warranted.

1. Implement full fire suppression,

2. Complete Beaver River Fire Plan
and provide for observation or mod-
ified suppression areas based upon
additional analysis if warranted.




Chapter IV - Affected Environment (See DEIS)
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Chapter V - Environmental Consequences of the Proposed
Plan
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A. Impacts of the Proposed Plan

This chapter describes the environmental impacts of the proposed plan.
The numbers presented in this chapter, including acres of land treatments,
stocking levels, acres in watershed, range and wildlife habitat, etc.,
represent upper limits or maximum numbers considered in the RMP. Achieving
objectives, however, is dependent on decisions made outside of the planning
system mainly associated with appropriations. The analysis of impacts
p?rtr?y$d in this chapter assumes that these figures will be achieved during
plan life.

In several of the programs, however, these upper limits may or may not be
achjeved because additional information and analysis will be performed in
activity planning. This additional planning may alter target numbers, but
will be within overall program objectives. In the range program, for example,
stocking levels will be adjusted based upon monitoring studies. Location,
size, and type of 1and treatments will be determined in formal agreements,
AMPs, HMPs and Watershed Activity Plans and will be based upon site specific
data. The environmental impacts of the proposed plan summarized by the
program are aadressed below.

1. Impacts to Lands

Disposal of 37,000 acres (Lands Map 1, Lands Table 1) would decrease the
public land ownership and increase the private land ownership. Public land
would be available for private industrial development and provide for
community expansion. It would allow better development of private lands by
eliminating Federal inholdings. It would dispose of public land that is
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difficult and uneconomical to manage. Public lands totaling 6,000 acres and
meeting FLPMA land disposal criteria would be retained in public ownership.
Although these Tands have varying degrees of littering, trespass, and lack of
access problems, they possess resources of significant value to ongoing
programs and would, therefore, be kept in public ownership. The littering,
trespass, and access.problems would continue to require attention to eliminate
or reduce them. -

Two electrical transmission corridors, covering 110 miles and 1 mile in
width (Lands Map 2), will be designated and site specific mitigations applied
to rights-of-ways. These corridors were identified and analyzed for the
Intermountain Power Project (IPP) and are found in Volumes II and III of the
Final EIS (USDI, BLM, IPP Volume II and III, 1979). The conflict analysis and
discussion of impacts are addressed in these documents and are only summarized
below. This action will only meet a portion of industries' stated needs. An
additional state-wide or regional corridor analysis will be completed
analyzing additional corridors and would require a plan amendment before

additional corridors could be established.

Briefly summarized, the environmental impacts of corridor designation and use
(after appropriate mitigated measures are attached) are summarized as
follows:

a. Short term disturbance to the endangered Utah prairie dog
chaining construction activities.

b. Unquantifiable loss of scientific-educational information
associated with disturbance of archeological and paleontological sites.

c. High visual contrast associated with transmission line
construction.

d. - Visual intrusion of powerlines into largely undeveloped

lands and loss of recreation opportunities associated with the
Dominquez-Escalante trail due to the intrusion of the transmission lines on

the hiking experience.

2. Impacts to Minerals Resources

There are three plan actions affecting mineral resources: a) oil, gas,
and geothermal leasing categories would be modified to reflect updated
resource information; b) The 0il and gas category system would be extended to
include geothermal resources; and c) Coal resources land would be made
available for further consideration for leasing, as determined through the
application of the coal unsuitability criteria, multiple resource analysis,
and surface owner consultation. ‘ : ’ '

a. 0i1, Gas, and Geothermal

Under this plan, adjustments in the existing categories would be made as
shown in Table 5.1 and Minerals Map 1. :
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TABLE 5.1

IMPACTS TO OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL LEASING CATEGORIES

3
i
P
i
-

Proposed
Existing 0i1, Gas, and Geothermal

Categories and Stipu]ationsl/ Situation Categories
(Acres)
Category 1 986, 600 915, 900
(Leasing w/Standard Stipulations)
Category 2 49,100 145, 100
(Leasing w/Special Stipulations)

Seasonal No Surface Occupancy

- Crucial Deer Winter Range 36,100 69,100
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 0 1,400
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 0 3,900
- Raptor Nesting 4,100 4,400
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 7,500 11,100
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 0 41,100
- No Surface Occupancy Within 400 1,300 14,100

feet of Live Water (Riparian

Areas)
Category 3 34,100 10,400
(No Surface Occupancy)
- Scenic Lands 2,600 0
- Raptor Nesting 900 0
- Recreation Sites 1,800 1,300
- Recreation & Public Purposes, 3,300 4,100

Sites of Patents, (R&PP)
- Utah Prairie Dogs 0 3,900
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 1,000 1,000
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 0 0
- Riparian Area 4,500 0
- Administrative Site 0 100
Category 4 800 0
(No Leasing)
- Scenic Lands 800 0
- Recreation Sites 0 0
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) -0 0
- Crucial Deer Winter Range 0 0
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 0 0
- Utah Prairie Dogs 0 0
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 0 0
- R&KPP and Patent Lands 0 0

1/ For detailed descritpions of these categories and stipulations and
the resources they are designed to protect, refer to Appendixes Minerals

3 and 4. (DEIS) and (Minerals Map 1).
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Impacts of adjustments in individual categories would be as described, by
category below,

Category 1: The areas open to leasing with standard stipulations
(Category 1) would be decreased. This is an adverse impact to the opportunity
for o0il, gas, and geothermal exploration because Category 1 is the least
restrictive leasing category. However, 86 percent of the planning area would
still remain in Category 1.

Category 2: The changes in the areas open to leasing with special
stipulations (Category 2) represent a significant acreage increase compared to
the existing situation. The impacts vary with the type of special stipulation
imposed. The greatest adverse impact results from seasonal protection (74,400
acres) of crucial big game winter range in the Antimony Planning Unit, along
the Parowan Front in the Cedar and Beaver Planning Units, in Circleville
Canyon, and from the stipulations for protection of visual resources along the
Parowan Front (41,100 acres). These areas represent relatively large blocks
of land 'in which exploration would be seasonally impeded although not
precluded. An increase of nearly 12,800 acres for protection of riparian
areas (no surface occupancy within 400 feet of live water) is not particularly
significant because access routes and drilling targets typically would not be
within 1ive water areas. However, conceivably a few projects might be
adversely affected by this stipulation. Finally, approximately 18,500 acres
would be covered by the seasonal restrictions for sage grouse and raptors
resulting in only site specific adverse impacts.

Category 3: The changes in the areas open to leasing with no surface
occupancy (Category 3) represent a significant beneficial decrease in acreage
compared to the current stipulation. The only significant increase in
Category 3 would be nearly 3,900 acres for protection of Utah prairie dog
habitat in the CBGA planning area. The benefits of the overall net decreases
in Category 3 acreage outweigh this acreage increase.

Category 4: The changes in the no leasing areas (Category 4) represent a
minor beneficial acreage decrease compared to the existing situation. The
area to benefit most is along the Parowan Front where 800 acres of Category 4
for protection of R&PP (Boy Scout Camp) under the existing situation would be
reclassified into less restrictive leasing categories (NSO).

b. Impacts to Coal Resources

Within the action, Kolob and Johns Valley Potential Coal Development
Areas, the 37,000 acres of federally administered mineral estate analyzed for
potential coal leasing would be available for further leasing consideration
for underground mining. Results of the application of the Coal Unsuitability
Criteria (43 CFR 3461) make 3,900 of these 37,000 acres (10 percent)
unavailable for coal development by surface mining methods; however, the
remaining 33,100 acres would be available for further consideration for coal
leasing. In addition, the location of structures, roads, coal stockpiles, and
other surface disturbing activities on 2,800 acres federally owned surface of
the Kolob Coal Field (Minerals Map 2) would have to be mitigated (screened
from critical viewpoints) to meet VRM Class II objectives. It is expected
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that this would result in only site specific impacts in which facilities may
be put in less than ideal locations from the standpoint of economic mine
development. This would result in increased development costs. The extent of
costs could only be determined during the evaluation of specific mine plans
when critical viewpoints could be compared to proposed surface facility
locations. These restrictions would be likely to decrease industry interest
on the 2,800 acres affected.

3. Impacts to Recreation Resources

There are two plan actions which would affect the recreation resources.
These actions include coal leasing and ORV designation. Other impacts on the
recreation resources from other programs and plan elements would not affect
the opportunity to experience existing recreation experiences or status of
recreation resources. The impacts on the recreation program are based upon
the assumption that coal development would occur on Alton, Kolob, and Johns
Valley coal fields within the planning horizon.

A wide variety of recreation opportunities would be indirectly affected by
coal development on the Kolob and Johns Valiey coal fields. The extent and
location of the impacts are not determined at this time, but may include
disruption within travel corridors from coal hauling by truck, disruption of
the largely natural scene by facilities required in underground mining, and
jncreased pressure on limited recreation facilities by coal workers. If
mining takes place, nonmotorized forms of recreation such as horseback riding,
backpacking, hiking, hunting, and other similar activities would be affected.
The disruption of the land surface, equipment and accompanying noise, and
other facets of mining activity reduce the desirability and the opportunity
for recreation where naturalness is sought by the user.

The CBGA planning area will be designated under the following ORV
categories 1,023,700 acres as open; 47,700 acres of seasonal closures
(including CDWR along the Parowan Front, sage gravel habitat raptor areas,
Utah prairie dog habitat, and riparian areas). There are no intensive use ORV
areas identified and any use now occurring, not accommodated on existing roads
and trails, would easily be accommodated on adjacent "open" lands. The ORV
use associated with viewing deer during the winter months would be displaced
to county-maintained roads and the frontage road along the Parowan Front.

4, Impacts to Wildlife and Riparian/Fisheries

There are eight plan actions which would affect the wildlife resource.
These actions include 1) land disposal, 2) oil and gas leasing, 3) ORV use, 4)
prioritization of intensive range management and range treatments, 5)
livestock season of use, 6) grazing systems, 7) land treatments to improve
crucial deer winter range, watershed and Tivestock forage condition, and 8)
stocking levels for big game and livestock. Four of these plan actions are
not yet finalized and will depend on further planning at the activity level.
Livestock seasons of use, grazing systems, land treatments, and stocking rates
will be determined through the development of individual AMPs/HMPs.
Interdisciplinary team assessment of the range management proposals (see
Tables 4, 5, and 6 for the Range Program pages 107-131 Proposed RMP) indicates
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that if the management objectives for the individual allotments were met and
the identified resource problems resolved, then the general impacts disucssed
in the Planning Alternative, DEIS would apply. It must be understood,
however, that the functions of this proposed RMP is to direct the development
of AMPs/HMPs and that specific proposals for changes in livestock seasons of
use, grazing systems, specific amounts of land treatment, and stocking rates
are not made at this time. For analysis purposes it is assumed that the
management actions and anticipated impacts discussed under the Planning
Alternative would apply here. Of these actions, oil and gas leasing, and
particularly livestock management practices including livestock season of use,
grazing systems, land treatments, and forage use levels, would result in the
most significant impacts to habitat quality. There will be seven wildlife
habitat areas (Wildlife Map 1) where Habitat Management Plans (HMPs) would be
developed and implemented. The objectives of these HMPs primarily would be:
1) to improve habitat condition on 8,200 acres through land treatments; 2)
improve habitat condition on 127,500 acres of big game habitat through
improved management practices; and 3) reduce competition for forage between
big game and livestock on 30,700 acres (Wildlife Table 1).

The disposal of 37,000 acres of public lands would result in the loss from
public ownership of 1,800 acres of mule deer habitat of which 167 acres are
small scattered tracts of crucial deer winter range, and 1,500 acres of sage
grouse habitat (this does not include any sage grouse strutting grounds).

The implementation of seasonal stipulations on oil, gas, and geothermal
leasing would result in the protection of 74,000 acres of crucial big game
winter range, 11,100 acres of sage grouse strutting grounds, and 4,400 acres
used by bald eagles for perching and roosting, and golden eagles for nesting,
perching, and roosting.

0i1, gas, and geothermal leasing seasonal stipulations would eliminate
disturbance to crucial deer winter range by not allowing drilling and
exploration between January 1 to April 30 when disturbance would have the most
significant detrimental impact. This stipulation is necessary to ensure
continued reproduction and well-being of the herds depending upon this range.
Sage grouse strutting grounds (protected from March 15 to May 1) and bald and
golden eagle perching and roosting and golden eagle nesting sites (protected
from November 1 to April 30) would be protected from disturbance during
critical periods when disturbance would have a significant impact by
interrupting the reproductive cycles of these species. These stipulations are
nec$ssary to protect these species during critical periods of their life
cycle.

No surface occupancy (Category 3) would protect 3,900 acres of Utah
prairie dog habitat by not allowing surface occupancy within one-quarter mile
of paririe dog colonies. This stipulation is necessary to eliminate
disturbances to the habitat of this endangered species from exploratory
drilling activities.

Impacts from oi1 and gas categories would add protection to wildlife
habitat areas, but it would not result in a change of wildlife habitat
condition, since the area is not experiencing any damage presently.
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Impacts to crucial big game habitats would be reduced from unrestricted
ORV use during peak use periods by wintering mule deer along the Parowan
Front. No impacts would be expected from potential coal development, because
the application of Coal Unsuitability Criteria generally eliminates important
habitat of high priority wildlife species from consideration of coal leasing.

Proposed management actions would result in improved livestock season of
use on 23 allotments. The adjustment of livestock stocking levels to
estimated capacity and the implementation of more intensive livestock grazing
systems would improve the quality of big game habitat and support Habitat
Management Plan objectives by improving 31,800 acres.

Initially forage would be made available for current big game populations
(mule deer 15,500 AUMs, elk 330 AUMs, antelope 410 AUMs). In the long term,
forage would be provided to meet prior stable or long-term stocking level
objectives for big game {mule deer 31,000 AUMs, elk 1,500 AUMs, antelope 1,700
AUMs) if forage and habitat are available and populations have increased.
Livestock grazing (at active preference levels) would, however, continue to
exceed the estimated capacity on 42 allotments (Wildlife Table 1).

Competition in excess of 1,100 AUMs would occur between big game and
livestock. Competition would be reduced between big game and livestock on
219,700 acres but would continue on 89,100 acres (allotment specific
information can be found in Appendixes Wildlife 1 and 2). In addition,
present management practices, which are resulting in a Toss of wildlife
habitat quality (see Chapter 3), would continue on 22 allotments. Overgrazing
on 205,000 acres within 42 allotments and continuing present management
practices on 22 allotments would lead to a deterioration of habitat (i.e.,
reduced browse and forage production) on 6,900 acres of mule deer habitat,
1,000 acres of crucial deer winter range, 700 acres of elk habitat, and 6,000
acres of antelope habitat. Continuing these actions would not allow HMP
??jectives to be met on 95,700 acres of poor condition habitat (Wildlife Table

Land treatments to improve crucial deer winter range, watershed values,
and livestock forage production would affect as much as 84,400 acres.
Treatments, adjustments to estimated carrying capacity, establishment of
grazing systems, and adjustments in some seasons of use would reduce
overutilization of preferred forage species and improve plant diversity
resulting in improvement in habitat quality on 156,800 acres of mule deer
habitat, 16,700 acre. of crucial deer winter range, 4,400 acres of elk
habitat, and 39,300 acres of antelope habitat. Improvement would also be
expected on an undetermined amount of sage grouse habitat.

The overall improvement in big game habitat condition would be expected to
favor an increase in big game population levels. However, projecting the
amount of increase in big game populations is impossible because of other
natural and managerial factors outside of BLM control which influence their
numbers.

Plan actions which would affect riparian/fisheries habitat include land
disposals, 0il and gas leasing, ORV designations, fencing approximately 23
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acres of riparian to eliminate livestock grazing, and adjustments in current
livestock grazing practices. Only those areas currently in poor condition
would receive protection from livestock grazing. In addition, five of the
HMPs proposed under this alternative include measures to maintain 45 acres of
riparian/fisheries habitat in its current fair to good condition and improve
23 acres currently in poor condition.

Land disposal actions would result in approximately 3 acres of riparian
habitat being removed from public ownership. However, prior to the disposal
of Tands containing riparian habitat, it would be necessary that the following
criteria taken from Instruction Memorandum 83-602 concerning the disposal of
riparian or wetland areas be met:

a. The tract of public wetlands is either so small or remote
that it is uneconomical to manage.

b.  The tract of public wetlands is not suitable for management
by another Federal agency. -

c. The patent contains restrictions of uses as prohibited by
1dent;fied Federal, State, or wetlands regulations (Executive Orders 11988 and
11990). 4

d. The patent contains restrictions and conditions that ensure
the patentee can maintain, restore, and protect the wetlands on a continuous
basis.

0il1, gas, and geothermal leasing Category 2 (no surface occupancy within
400 feet of live water) on 14,100 acres and ORV designation of "Limited" on
the same areas would protect riparian and associated watersheds from o0il and
gas exploration and development and would 1imit ORV usage to existing roads
and trails. This protection would help prevent disturbance and destruction of
riaprian vegetation as well as contamination of fisheries habitat by offsite
disturbances and would support efforts to meet HMP objectives.

Fencing 23 acres of riparian habitat would result in the most significant
impacts. Riparian areas are highly susceptible to overgrazing and overuse by
cattle. Fencing would eliminate the effects of livestock grazing.

Riparian habitat would be maintained in fair or good condition on 50 acres
which are currently grazed by livestock.

Livestock grazing practices would be modified on 11 allotments containing
riparian habitat. Adjustments to the estimated capacity, fencing 23 acres,
and the establishment of grazing systems would allow some improvement in
riparian condition. Riaprian habitat would be expected to improve on 25
acres, and would result in the following habitat condition:
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Existing Situation Proposed Plan 1/ Net Changes

Condition Acres Condition Acres Acres
Good 253 Good 273 + 20
Fair 142 Fair 144 + 2
Poor _54 Poor 29 - 25

449 446 -

Y Approximately 3 acres would be disposed of.

Impacts to fisheries habitat would be closely associated with those to
riparian habitat (i.e., increased vegetation, cover, and lower stream
temperature). Fencing of 23 acres of riparian would tend to improve stream
bank stability and enhance the fisheries habitat by encouraging establishment
and improvement of riparian vegetation along stream banks. Fisheries habitat
would be expected to improve on 2.5 stream miles and maintained on 32.6 stream
miles. Impacts to fisheries habitat condition would be as follows:

Existing Situation Proposed Plan
Condition  Stream Miles Condition Stream Miles
Good 12.8 Good 15.3
Fair 17.7 Fair 17.4
Poor 4.5 Poor 2.3
35.0 35.0

5. Impacts to Soils Resources

The most significant management actions that would affect soil resources
in this plan would be watershed improvement activities resulting from the
implementation of the four watershed management plans (WMPs) and the numerous
livestock grazing management changes to be implemented in individual AMPs and
HMPs. The WMPs will be specifically designed to identify soil erosion problem
areas, and to prioritize these areas in order of resource values to be last
for purposes of preparing watershed activity plans. As discussed in the
Impacts to Wildlife and Riparian/Fisheries, and Impacts to Range Resources
sections of Chapter 5 of this document, an exact determination of proposed
management activities would not occur until activity level planning (AMPs,

HMPs, and WMPs) is completed.

General impacts to the soil resource under the proposed plan would be
expected to closely parallel those identified in the Planning Alternative
(DEIS page 4-27). Improved management practices implemented as a part of
activity plans would have a positive impact on sediment yield by improving
plan cover and increasing litter accumulation. This would result in a general
stabilization or improvement in watershed conditions over most of the planning
area. Land treatments and other similar erosion control measures completed on
critical erosion areas as a part of activity plans would improve erosion
condition in the long term, although short-term (2-3 years) loss of soil may

occur due to a temporary loss of plant cover.
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6. Impacts to Forestry Resources

There are four plan actions affecting the woodland resources, including
increased road access to woodland stands, use authorization of woodland
products limited to 6,000 cords per year short term and 3,750 cords per year
long term, land treatments for livestock and wildlife, and limitation of
harvests for habitat protection.

Additional road access would enable woodcutters to more fully utilize the
existing stands. The quantity and location of the roads required would be
determined during activity planning when green cutting areas are established
or as ancillary benefits of other program developments. Additional access
would make available an additonal 4,400 cords of fuelwood per year. Sustained
production would exceed projected demand by 300 cords per year (MSA, 1983)

without chainings.

Harvest would be limited to 3,750 cords per year of pinyon and juniper in
the long term. The elimination of commercial sales of firewood within green
wood cutting areas would bring allowable harvest closer to sustained
production. This limitation would displace commercial firewood cutters to
adjacent lands. The impact to commercial cutters would be small, since most
commercial cutters of pinyon pine are currently located in the Pinyon Planning
Unit (MSA, 1983) and (based on permit data) make up only 17 percent of the
total harvest in Cedar and Beaver Planning Units. By the year 2000, harvest
would be reduced from projected demand by 3,200 cords per year and displaced
to adjacent Federal lands. Adjacent Federal lands in the Pinyon Planning Unit
contain large quantities of woodland products capable of absorbing any
displaced cutting. The woodland stands are located between 60 and 100 miles
from the population centers of Cedar City and would represent at least a 100
percent increase in driving distance, mostly on gravel roads. Transportation
costs would, therefore, increase to utilize this wood.

Forest Service lands also provide a significant quantity of local fuelwood
needs. Availability of fuelwood on Forest Service lands is largely dependent
on timber stand improvement thinnings and slash cleanup after commercial saw -
timber harvest. It is currently unknown what effect of shifting additional
demand to Forest Service lands would have, given the current uncertainty of
demand for saw timber and the availability of slash.

The harvest of gambel oak within the Crater Knoll green oak area has
reduced the available supply by an estimated 50 percent of previous volume.
Trespass and commercial cutting have harvested most of the oak. It is
estimated that the supply of oak on 10,000 acres would be exhausted in 5
years. The Timitation to 10 cords per permit for oak would discourage
commercial firewood cutters and shift demand to the local cutters and extend
the time oak would be available by an undetermined amount.

It is estimated that land treatments on 43,800 acres for range
improvements, 3,200 acres of watershed improvements, and 4,300 acres of CDWR
within woodland stands would reduce from sustained yield base 229,000 cords of
fuelwood and 1,500,000 posts over a 20 year period. The treatments would
remove 11,500 cords of fuelwood per year. It is anticipated, assuming all



demand could be focused in salvaging the woodland prouducts before and after
treatments, that €0 to 80 percent of the woodland products would be salvaged,
based upon demand projections. The remaining sustained yield base would then
be 75,000 acres of woodlands capable of producing 3,750 cords of fuelwood per
year in the long term.

The prohibition of cutting fuelwood on 1,200 acres of riparian would
reduce available woodiand products by an estimated 5,400 cords, long term.

7. Impacts to Range Resources

The most significant actions affecting the range/vegetation resource in
this plan are land disposals/exchanges; vegetation treatments to improve
livestock forage production, CDWR and soil and water resources; adjustments in
stocking levels, grazing systems, grazing seasons and protection of selected
riaprian areas. Four of these plan actions are not yet finalized and will
depend on further planning at the activity level. Livestock seasons of use,
grazing systems, land treatments, and stocking rates will be determined
through the development of individual AMPs/HMPs. Interdisciplinary team
assessment of the range management proposals (see Tables 4, 5, and 6 for the
Range Program, Proposed RMP) indicates that if the management objectives for
the individual allotments were met and the identified resource problems
resolved, then the general impacts discussed in the Planning Alternative, DEIS
would apply. It must be understood, however, that the functions of this
proposed RMP is to direct the development of AMPS/HMPs and that specific
proposals for changes in livestock seasons of use, grazing systems, specific
amounts of land treatment, and stocking rates are not made at this time. For
analysis purposes it is assumed that the management actions and anticipated
impacts discussed under the Planning Alternative would apply here.

0f the 37,000 acres identified for disposal/exchange, 29,000 acres would
be disposed from 29 existing allotments and could result in the transfer of
annual production of up to 1,600 AUMs of livestock forage from public
ownership.

Treatments to improve CDWR on 6,200 acres, and livestock forage production
on 70,000 acres would be completed. These treatments would be expected to
dramatically change existing vegetation from predominately trees and
undesirable shrubs to grasses, forbs, and desirable shrubs.

A1l allotments proposed for intensive management would be adjusted to
estimated grazing capacities based on monitoring studies in the short term and
would accrue addtional AUMs in the long term as they become available due to
treatments and management practices. For analysis purposes, it was assumed
that all other allotments would be utilized at current active preference
levels, resulting in the potential overutilization of forage on 42 allotments
(205,000 acres). The average apparent overutilization on these 42 allotments
would be approximately 28 percent (an estimated grazing capacity of 13,100
AUMs versus an estimated grazing use level of 16,841 AUMs). '

If permittees on all allotments not proposed for intensive management were
to graze at their recent actual use levels (5-year average), 23 allotments



(76,000 acres) would be grazed at levels above the estimated grazing
capacity. The average apparent overutilization on these 23 allotments would
be approximately 57 percent (an estimated grazing capacity of 2,800 AUMs
versus 4,400 AUMs actual use).

If subsequent monitoring were to verify that overutilization of forage was
occurring and was resulting in degradation of the resource, current BLM policy
directs the range manager to implement procedures to correct the problem.

Overutilization of forage, as would occur in the allotments identified
above, would result in a loss in vigor of desirable forage species, and a
deterioration of present range conditions.

New grazing systems providing periodic rest to vegetation from livestock
grazing would be implemented on 57 allotments (786,200 acres) and would allow
established desirable forage plants to improve in vigor and numbers. However,
on sites that currently support dominant undesirable woody species and few
understory species Tittle change would be expected. Intensive grazing systems
would be modified in 9 allotments, and 18 intensive grazing systems would
continue unchanged.

Desirable forage species would be lost from sites that would continue to
receive yearly spring grazing by livestock (49 allotments, 153,600 acres).
Cook (1971) found, "Desert plants will not tolerate heavy and continuous
spring use because they do not have an opportunity for regrowth and
carbohydrate replenishment. . . . " As a result of the vegetation treatments,
new grazing systems, adjustments in stocking rates, and changes in.seasons of
use, range condition would improve significantly. Range condition for all
three management categories would be as shown below.

Impacts to Range Condition

- Current (Acres) Long-Term (Acres)
Range Condition Cattle Sheep Cattle Sheep
Good 125,800 28,600 234,400 75,600
Fair 352,700 118,200 317,900 98,800
Poor 422,300 139, 900 %84,500 112,300
900,800}/ 286,700/ 900,80017 286,7001/ —

1/ Totals will not sum to planning area totals due to dual use overlap.

As discussed previously, adjustments to grazing capacities, new intensive
grazing systems, and vegetation treatments would all increase available
livestock forage. Production of livestock forage would, however, be less than
that utilized in both the short and long term, primarily due to



overutilization (based on the assumption that all allotments not adjusted to
the estimated grazing capacity would be utilized at active preference levels)
as described below.

Impacts to Livestock Forage Production and Estimated Stocking Levels

Short Term (AUMs) Long Term {AUMs)

Estimated Estimated

Stocking Stocking

Levels Production Levels Production
Livestock Forage 67,000 65, 900 88, 100 86,800

8. Impacts to Wild Horses

No significant change would be expected in the viability of the Chloride
Canyon Wild Horse Herd under this plan. ‘

9. Impacts to Cultural Resources

No significant change would be expected in cultural resources under the
proposed plan.

10. Impacts to Other Resources From the Fire Program

No significant changes to multiple resource values would be expected from
the Fire Program from the proposed plan.

11. Impacts to Visual Resources

The plan actions affecting the visual resources involve surface

disturbances, including o0il, gas, and coal exploratrion and development, and
land treatments.

The impacts to visual resources would be minimal on lands in VRM Class II
(Class A Scenic Quality) which are managed for protection of visual quality.
Degrees of modification within VRM Class III and IV lands would be mitigated,
and impacts to visual resources would also be minimal. Conformance to the
different degree of visual modification allowed under the various management
classes, and completion of contrast ratings on specific proposed projects
would reduce the impacts on the visual resources.

In the short term, impacts of land treatments on 50,900 acres within
pinyon/juniper stands would exceed VRM objectives in all VRM classes. In the
long term, VRM objectives would be met after vegetation was reestablished and
most treatments would be compatible with VRM objectives after mitigation.

Attaching special stipulations to oil and gas leases (Category 2:
Stipulation 2) designed to locate visual disturbances (e.g. drill pads, roads
and trails) outside the foreground visual zone in VRM Class II lands, would
adequately protect visual resources.
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The location of structures, access roads, coal stockpiles, and other
surface disturbing activities from unmitigated coal leasing, exploration, and
potential development would exceed allowable VRM Class.II objectives for
visual contrast in 2,800 acres in the Kolob Potential Coal Development Area
(Visual Resources Map 1). Surface disturbing activities would be required to
be screened from view from critical viewpoints, and therefore these visual
impacts would be minimal. VRM Class Il objectives could be exceeded during
active mine life for the onsite users. Upon reclamation, VRM Class II
objectives would be required to be attained.

B. Short Term Use Vrs. Long Term Productivity

This section identifies the trade offs between short-term and long-term
productivity of the resources involved in the proposed plan. For this
analysis, short term refers to the period of implementation of the plan within
about 5 years, and long term refers to the period of 20 years or beyond wh1ch
the adverse or beneficial impacts would still occur.

1. Lands

Disposal of lands would result in a short- and long-term loss in the land

base and opportunity for utilization of the resources they might contain by
the public.

Electrical transmission line development within the two corridors would
result in the following short term and long term imports.

" Scars caused by disturbance of soils and vegetation on 2,803 acres for
transmission line construction, would gradually heal, but could still be
apparent in some areas after the project's Tife. Even with federally required
measures, it is possible that some individually threatened or endangered
plants or animals could be inadvertantly destroyed. It is not likely that the
continued existence of any of the species would be jeopardized.

I1legal removal or destruction of archaeological and paleontological
remains would result in a loss of some scientific understanding. Present
archaeological and paleontological salvage techniques do not insure total
information recovery.

The transmission line might serve another power source and would probably
remain beyond the project's 1ife. When the generating units have become
obsolete, the generating complex could be kept in reserve for peak electrical
loads or could be redesigned or rebuilt to house up-to-date generating
facilities.

The aesthetic values would change as preceived by the public, but such
changes would not be permanent. Local people would become accustomed to-the
change, but persons traveling through the area may realize the short-term loss
of the quality of the present visual experience. (IPP EIS, 1979, Vol II, pages
8.6-1 - 8.6-2)



2. Minerals

The short-term removal of mineral resources would result in the long-term
loss of opportunity to remove these resources, since they would no longer be
available for future use. Mineral withdrawals would protect the resources
included in the withdrawal areas, preserving them for future use.

Mineral withdrawals would have no short-term impact on existing mining
claims, but new claims could not be filed in withdrawal areas. In the long
term, however, mining claims could not be refiled when abandonment occurred
from failure to file annual assessment notices. There is no way to predict
the frequency of such occurrence.

3. Wildlife

Land disposals would result in a long-term loss of habitat productivity,
because disposal would remove the lands from BLM management. Short-term
activities such as oil, gas, geothermal, and mineral exploration would result
in loss of forage and habitat (caused by surface disturbance) and displacement
of wildlife (caused by human occupancy). Long-term productivity would not be
affected, because after mineral activities have been completed, the disturbed
areas would be rehabilitated, and wildlife would again occupy the area. Land
treatments and prescribed burning would resuit in a short-term loss of .
wildlife habitat, but over the long term, forage production for wildlife would
be increased. Under the plan long-term productivity of wildlife habitat would
be increased by changes in seasons of use, changes in stocking rates,
elimination of livestock grazing in riparian areas, and reservation of forage
for use by deer, elk, and antelope. Long-term productivity of sensitive
species such as Utah prairie dog, golden and bald eagles, and sage grouse
would be protected by implementing the oil, gas, and geothermal leasing
systems.

4. Soil Resources

In the short term, soil loss from vegetative manipulation and mineral
development would occur. Soil loss in the short term would continue due to
Tivestock grazing. Some livestock management actions (i.e., land treatments,
change of season of use, and changes in stocking rates) would insure long-term
soil stability. In the long term, management actions designed to increase
vegetation cover would provide long-term net improvements to the soils
resource.

5. Forestry

In the short term, demand for woodland products would be met. Long-term
productivity would be reduced by conversion of a portion of the stands to
rangelands by land treatments. A portion of the long-term demand would be
displaced to adjacent lands, since the stands are not capable to meet demand
through sustained yield.



6. Range

Numerous plan elements and resource uses such as livestock grazing levels,

seasons of use, grazing systems, and vegetation treatments would affect the
long-term productivity of the range resource as shown below:

Livestock Forage Production and Estimated Stocking Levels

Short Term (AUMs) Long Term (AUMs)
Estimated Estimated
Stocking Forage Stocking Forage
Levels Production Levels Production
67,000 65,900 88, 100 86, 800

7. Visual Resources

Short-term uses such as chainings, other land treatments, surface
disturbances associated with mineral developments, and rights-of-way would
create short-term changes in VRM classes under all alternatives. VRM
objectives would not be changed because the areas would be essentially
returned to original natural vegetation by rehabilitation work required by
mitigation.

C. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

This section identifies the extent to which the plan would irreversibley
Timit potential uses of the land and resources. Irreversible and
irretrievable commitments of resources occur when a wide range of future

options are foreclosed. A1l resource programs were considered with only the
following programs considered to have impacts.

1. Lands

Land disposals would irretrievably commit any public resources (except
minerals) to ownership and private use.

Development within electrical transmission corridors would commit these
lands to a single purpose for the life of the project. Some unquantifiable
loss of scientific-education material will result from vandalism to and loss
of archeological and paleontological sites.

2. Minerals
The sale, leasing, and removal of oils, gas, salable minerals, and coal
would result in an irreversible and irretrievable loss of those resources. No
estimate of removal of these resources is available.

3. Wildlife/Riparian

Wildlife habitat would be irreversibly lost through land disposals. 0il,
gas, geothermal, and coal discoveries and development within wildlife habitat



areas and riparian areas would result in a short-term, irreversible loss of
habitat for deer, elk, antelope, upland game, and other sensitive wildlife
species.

4, Forestry

If land treatments convert woodland stands to rangelands, the loss of
woodland products would be irreversible and irretrievable, if rangelands are
maintained in a nonpinyon/juniper aspect.

5. Range

Livestock forage production would be irreversibly and irretrievably
transferred from public ownership through land disposals.



Chapter VI - Consultation and Coordination

A. Consistency with Other Plans

No inconsistencies were pointed out during the comment period for the .
Draft EIS. Although a formal consistency review or Governor's review (43 CFR
1610.3-2) will begin after the preparation of this final EIS with the State of
Utah, State comments received during the draft comment period specifically
state, "The State has identified no inconsistencies between the RMP and
formally adopted plans, programs or policies of the State (see Chapter 2,
Public Comments and Responses, letter number 16)."

The following agencies responded during the comment period with favorable
comments or no comment responses:

Bureau of Reclamation
Five county Associaton of Governments

The following agencies responded with comments which are addressed in
Chapter 2 of this document.

Bureau of Indian Affairs

State of Nevada - Division of Colorado River Resources
Environmental Protection Agency

Soil Conservation Service

Fish and Wildlife Service

Department of the Air Force

State of Utah
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B. Public Involvement

This document has been prepared by the Beaver River, Kanab, and Escalante
Resource Area Offices of the Cedar City District. Initiation of the planning
process, of which this RMP/EIS is a part, took place on April 10, 1980 with
the publication of a Federal Register notice of intent to begin preparation of
the document. It requested help from the public in identification of issues
and planning criteria. On April 14, 1980, an interdisciplinary team of
spec1a11sts refined a previously prepared 1ist of identified issues. This
list of issues was distributed to the public through 200 mailings on April 30
1980 with a request for comments on how the issues should be refined.

Information meetings were held with the county commissioners as follows:
April 23, 1980, Iron County; April 28, 1980, Garfield County; and May 1, 1980,
Beaver County. During these meetings the planning process was explained and a
request made on how they would like to participate.

A news release in local and regional newspapers was distributed on May 1,
1980, explaining the RMP process and requesting public review and comment on
identification of issues by June 2, 1980.

Nine individuals or organizations responded by June 2, 1980, and their
comments were used to revise the preliminary issues and develop the planning
criteria.

During the period of 1980 to 1983, field inventories, data compilations,
and preliminary analyses were conducted Also, during this period frequent
contacts were made with range users and other affected publics in reviewing
inventory procedures, results, and allotment categorization results. Records
of over 200 such contacts are on file in the area offices.

The October 6, 1983 publication of the Federal Register (Vol. 48, No. 195)
carried a notice of intent to prepare the EIS and solicited public input into
the planning process. In addition, an earlier "Call for Coal Resource
Information" (Federal Register 48, No. 136, 1983) solicited public and
industry input on Coal Screening Process. The following were contacted in the
Surface Consultation phase of this screening process:

Detlef & Vicky Schwurack Layton P. Ott

- Salt Lake City, Utah 84106 Salt Lake City, Utah 84722
Roselyn Ott Debeve Mayo Udell Rich
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 Paguitch, Utah 84759
Dean & Erma Wintch Steed Ranches
Tropic, Utah 84776 - Ruby's Inn, Utah 84764
Doris Gleave Sandberg Ranch, Inc.
Antimony, Utah 84712 Ruby's Inn, Utah 84764

Ruby's Inn, Inc.
Ruby's Inn, Utah 84764
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On December 16, 1983 letters C tion were sent to nine
possible qualified surface owners. The lette med the recipients about
the coal planning process and requested a statement on .their preference,

favoring or opposing the mining of federally owned coal under their lands.

w "
I

Over the course of the preparation of the document, ongoing contact with
the public has been maintained through personal contacts, meetings with users
(especially livestock operators, Department of Wildlife Reources, utility
industry representatives, et. al.), meetings with State and local governments,
and contacts with other Federal agencies. These contacts have served to
continually refine the analysis and to update the issue resolution process.

The Draft RMP/EIS was submitted for public review on May 14, 1984. At
that time approximately 1,000 copies of the Draft were sent to individuals and
organizations indicating they would like to review the document. 1In addition,
letters were sent to over 200 individuals who have grazing permits in the
area. These letters were to inform these individuals that the Draft was
available upon request and that the BLM would discuss the anticipated impacts
associated with the proposed plan which would affect their operations at any
of the three area offices.

On May 12, 1984 news releases were sent to local newspapers to inform the
public that the Draft was available for comment. In addition, a newspaper
insert was placed in local papers to solicit public comment on the
alternatives and issues-discussed in the Draft.

Open houses were held in Panguitch (June 26, 1984), Beaver (June 27,
1984), and Cedar City (June 28, 1984) 1in order to receive public input.

Information meetings were held with both the Five County Association of
Governments and with the State of Utah Planning Office (Resource Development
Coordination Committee). These meetings were designed to inform these
organizations on how the Draft was organized, how it might affect the
organization or their constituencies, and how it could best be used.
Additionally, a tour of the area was attended by representatives of the Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources, Utah Division of Lands, County Agents, the
City of Paragonah, rancher groups, and other interested individuals.

C. Distribution of the Plan

Copies of this document have been sent specifically to the following
agencies, organizations, businesses, and interest groups. In addition, over
1300 copies have been made available to individuals.

Federal Agencies

Eastern States Office, Bureau of Land Management
Air Quality Division - National Park Service
Environmental Protection Agency - Region VIII
Soil Conservation Service

Minerals Management Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Western Area Power Administration

Bureau of Reclamation

Fishlake National Forest - Beaver D1str1ct

Bryce Canyon National Park

U.S. Geological Survey - Cedar City Subdistrict
Zion National Park

Arizona Strip District - Bureau of Land Management
Capitol Reef National Park

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Phoenix Area Office

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area

Caliente Resource Area - Bureau of Land Management
Las Vegas District - Bureau of Land Management
Corps of Engineers - Los Angeles District
Richfield District - Bureau of Land Management
Moab District - Bureau of Land Management

County and Government Representatives

U.S. Senators Garn and Hatch
(Jeanine Holt)

Representative Hansen's Office

Utah State Representative
R. Haze Hunter

Utah State Representative
James F. Yardiey

Utah State Representative
Ray S. Schmultz

Utah State Senator
Cary G. Peterson

Utah State Senator
Ivan M, Matheson

Chairman, Iron County Commission
Chairman, Washington County Commission
Chairman, Beaver County Commission
Chairman, Garfield County Commission
Chairman, Kane County Commission

Five County Association of Governments
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State Agencies

Utah Geological and Mineralogical Survey
Division of Environmental Health
» Governor's Office

Utah Energy Office

State Planning Office - Resource Development Coordinating Committee
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
Department of Natural Resources

Utah State Parks and Recreation

TUtah Department of Transportation
Division of State Lands and Forestry
Iron Mission State Park

Colorado River Commission of Nevada

Mayors

Mayor
Boulder, Utah

Mayor
Enoch, Utah

Mayor
Escalante, Utah

Mayor
Hatch, Utah

Mayor
Milford, Utah

Mayor
New Harmony, Utah 84757

Mayor
Panguitch, Utah

Mayor
Parowan, Utah

Mayor
Beaver, Utah

Mayor
Brian Head, Utah

Mayor
Cedar City, Utah 84720

Mayor
Kanarraville, Utah

Mayor
Minersville, Utah

Mayor
Paragonah, Utah

Indian Tribes

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
Kaibab-Paiute Indian Tribe

Businesses

Western Energy Company
Union Pacific Railroad
Tosco Corporation

Chevron U.S.A., Inc.

Exxon Minerals Company
Atlantic Richfield Company
C.H.S. Exploration Company
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Conoco, Inc.

Western Land Exchange Company
Gulf Mineral Resources Company
Amax Exploration Inc.

Bronco Exploration

Bountiful Light and Power
Coastal States Energy Company
Utah Power and Light Company
Utah International, Inc.
Wallace Land and Livestock

5M Inc.

East Canyon Irrigation Company
Rocking J. Livestock

Esplin Cattle Company

Diamond Valley Ranch

Malapai Resources Company

E1 Paso Exploration Company
Intermountain Exploration Company
Nevada Power Company

Bechtel Power Corporation
Republic Geothermal, Inc.
Southern California Edison
Union 01l

Pfizer, Inc.

Organizations

Wild Horse Organized Assistance
Sierra Club

National Cattlemen's Association
The Wilderness Society

American Mining Congress
Minerals Exploration Coalition
American Wilderness Alliance
Intermountain Mustang Association
Utah Mining Association

Utah Petroleum Association
Wasatch Mountain Club

Utah Audubon Society

Utah Wildlife Federation

Utah Wilderness Association
Intermountain Water Alliance
The Humane Society of Utah
Friends of the Earth

Slickrock Country Council

Utah Farm Bureau

SOURCE

Cedar Livestock Association
Kolob-Virgin Audubon Society

Southern Utah Wilderness Association

Southwest Resource Council
South Side Association
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National Mustang Association
Nevada Cattlemen's Association
United Mining Councils of America
National Resources Defense Council
Wildlife Management Institute
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Management Team

Morgan Jensen

Sheridan Hansen

Rex Rowley
George Peternel

List of Preparers

District Manager, Cedar City District
Area Manager, Beaver River Resource Area

Area Manager, Kanab Resource Area

Area Manager, Escalante Resource Area

Document Production - Word Processing

Billie Hansen - Beaver River Resource Area, Word Processing, Draft

Sharon Paris

Writer-Analyst Core Team (RMP/EIS)

- Cedar City District Office, Word Processing, Final Composition

- Federal
Name and Title Assignment Educational Background Experience
Jay K. Carlson Team Leader BS Resource Management 7 years
Supervisory Env. Specialist Writer-Analyst- Socio- MS Forestry
Economics MS Economics

Paul G. Boos Writer-Analyst: : BS Wildlife Biology 12 years
Outdoor Recreation Planner Forestry, Recreation, ORV, VRM, MF Forest Recreation

Wilderness, Graphics and

Cartography

Coordinator, Coal Unsuitability
Paul W. Ernst Writer-Analyst: BS Resource Management 8 years
Natural Resource Spec. Range, Soils, Water,

Wild Horses, Vegetation
Pete Kilbourne Writer-Analyst: BS Geology 4 years
Geologist 0il1 and Gas, Coal
Ervin Larsen Writer-Analyst: BS Forest/Range Mgt. 18 years
Realty Specialist Lands, Corridors
Ron D. Tucker Writer-Analyst: BS Wildlife Management 6 years

Wildlife Biologist

Wildlife, Riparian, Fisheries,
Lands, Minerals, Automatic
Data Processing for All
Resources

MS Range Animal Science
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Monitoring of the RMP: See Resource Management Plan
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0il and Gas: 3.2, 3.5, 3.7, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.8
Leasing Categories: 3.2, 3.3, 3.5, 3.7, 3.8, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.8, 5.13
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Issues: 1.2, 1.6, 1.7, 3.3, 3.4
Forage management and Land Treatments: 1.6, 1.8, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5
Forestry: 1.7, 1.8, 3}3, 3.4, 3.6
Land Actions: 1.6, 1.8, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5
Minerals: 1.6, 1.8, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5
Special Resource Protection Measures: ].6,>1.7; 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 3.5

Public Participation: 2.1, 6.2, 6.3-6.7

Public Comments and Responses: 2.1, 6.1
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Monitoring: 5.12

Rangeland Improvements: 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.11, 3.14, 5.1, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.10,
5.11, 5.13

Recreation: 3.9, 5.5
0ff-Road Vehicles: 3.9, 5.5, 5.7

Resource Management Plan (RMP): 1.4, 5.1, 5.5

Riparian/Fisheries Habitat: See Wildlife

Soils: 3.12, 5.9, 5.15
Erosion: 3.12, 5.9, 5.15
Visual Resources: 3.3, 3.5, 3.15, 5.13, 5.14, 5.16

Water: 3.12

Watershed: 5.9
Watershed Management Plans: 5.9

Wild Horses: 3.14, 5.13

Wildlife: 5.15, 5.16, 5.17
Crucial Big Game Winter Range: 3.3, 3.5, 3.10, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7
Endangered Species: 3.3, 3.5, 5.1, 5.6, 5.15
Habitat Condition: 3.10, 5.7
Habitat Management Plans (HMPs): 3.10, 5.1, 5.5, 5.6, 5.8, 5.11,
Riparian/Fisheries Habitat: 3.5, 3.11, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 5.9,

Sage Grouse: 3.3, 3.5, 5.6
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Appendix A RIPARIAN-1

RIPARIAN AND FISHERIES HABITAT CONDITION AND CONFLICTS

STREAH  CONDITION

RIPARIAN CONDITION

PLANNING UNIT  ALLOTHENT NANE STREAN NANE HILES  CONDITION STABILITY FISH ACRES CONDITION  TREND CONFLICTS
BEAVER BEAR CREEX REAR CRUEK 1.9 FAIR FAIR 4.0 FAIR STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLEMS
BONE HOLLOW COTTONNOON CANYON 1.1 FAIR GooD . 2.0 FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
CIRCLEVILLE CANYDX SEVIER RIVER 4.7 FAIR FAIR RROWN TROUT 7.0 FAIR STATIC FLOORING
FOOR FAIR BROWN TROUT 12.0 POOR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
FENTON NILLOW CREEX 1.2 FAIR FATR 3.0 FAIR STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLENS
HAUKINS WASH RULL RUSH CREEK 0.3 FAIR Gonp 0.0 POOR STATIC FLOORING
HINERAL RANGE CHERRY CREEK 0.9 FATR FAIR 2.0 FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
RANCH CANYON 1.2 FAIR FAIR 4.0 POOR STATIC LTVESTOCK GRAZING
ROCK CORRAL 0.3 POOR FAIR 0.0 PONR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
PINE CR INDIAN CR INDIAN CREEK 0.8 Goun GNP RRONR TROUT 5.0 FATR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
NORTH MILDCAT CREEK 0.5 PONR FAIR 0.0 FOOR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
WILDCAY CREEK 2.5 FAIR FAIR 5.0 FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
POOR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
SOUTH CREEK BI6 TWIST CREEK 0.4 FAIR GooR 1.0 6000 STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLENS
BIRCH CREEK 4,2 GOR Goon CUTTHROAT TROUT 3.0 600D wp NO CURRENT PRORLENS
. LIVESTOCK GRAZING
FAIR 6onp 8.0 FAIR up NO CURRENT PROBLEMS
SOUTH CREEK 4.0 600D Goop 12,0 500D STATIC FLOODING
LACK OF WATER
RATNRON,BROWN TROUT 7,0 Ghow STATIC ND CURRENT PRORLENS
FATR 6onp 9.0 FAIR STATIC LACK OF WATER
_ SPRY REAR CRFEK 0.5 FAIR FAIR 1,0 FAIR STATIC ND CURRENT PROBLEMS
UNALLOTTED BEAVER RIVER 1.3 FAIR 600D BROWN TROUT 1.0 POIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
RAINROW»RROWN TROUT 16,0 600D STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLEMS
CEDAR PALLEY CANYON SUMHIT CREEX 1.8 GOOD GNoD RATNROW TROUT 7.0 600D STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLENS
DRY LAKES DRY LAKES CREEK 0.4 FAIR Gonp RAINROW TROUT 4.0 Goon STATIC NO CURRENT FROBLENS
FENTON LITTLE CREEK 2.8 FAIR FAIR RAINBOW TROUT 12.0 FAIR w FLODDING
HANILTON FORT SHURTZ CREEK 0.2 FOOR POOR 0.0 POOR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
HICKS CREEK HICKS CREEK 0.6 FAIR FAIR 2.0 600D STATIC NQ CURRENT PRORLENS
SHURTZ CREEK 2.3 G0 FAIR 4.0 600D STATIC NO CURRENT FROBLEMS
FAIR 600D 3.0 600D STATIC NO CURRENT PRORLEMS
FAIR 8.0 6oap STATIC NO CURRENT FROBLEMS
POOR FAIR 1.0 POOR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
JOEL SPRING LITYLE PINTO CREEK 1.4 FAIR Goup 3.0 POOR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
KANARRA MTN, KANARRA CREEX 0.7 80np 600D 3.0 GooD STATIC NO CURRENT PROSLEKS
LOWFR SUMNIT CREEK - SUNMIT CREEK 2.9 GOoR GAoD RAINRON TROUT 11.0 6000 STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLEMS
BAIN CRFFK PARMVAN CREEK 0.3 Goop Gnop 2,0 /00D STATIC N0 CURRENT PROBLEMS
NEW HARMONY DUNCAN CREEK 0.4 FAIR FAIR 1.0 FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
QUICKARPA CREEK 2,2 6000 600D 4,0 GO0 STATIC NO CURRENT FROBLENS
FAIR FAIR 9.0 GOoD STATIC NO CURRENT FRORLENS
P HILL PAROWAN CREEK 1.0 FAIR FAIR 8,0 FAIR up LACK OF WATER
QUITCHAPA CREEK QUICHAPA CREEX 0.8 6000 GOoD 1.0 600D STATIC HO CURRENT PROBLEHS

sexipuaddy



2 1-4/4

STREAM  CONDITION

RIPARIAN AND FISHERIES HABITAT CONDITION AND CONFLICTS (Continued)

RIPARIAN CONDITION

FLANNING UNIT  ALLOTHENT NAHE STREAM NAME HILES  CONDITION STABILITY FISH ACRES CONDITION  TREND CONFLICTS
CEMR QUITCHAPA CRFEK QUICKAFA CREEK FATR Goon 1.0 FOOR STATIC LACK OF MATER
RESERVOIR LITTLE PINTO CREEK 0.1 FOUR FOOR 0.0 POOR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZENG
SPRING CREEK SPRING CREEK 0.3 FAIR Goop 0.0 FAIR up FLOORING
SUMKIT BRAFFITS CREEK 0.5 FAIR 600D 1.0 FAIR up FLOODING
SWEETUATER SPRING CREEK 1.3 FAIR FAIR 8.0 GNOD STATIC FLOORING
UHALLOTTED RONERY CREEK 0.7 FOOR FaIR 3,0 FAIR up FLOODING
COAL CREEK 0.8 FOOR FAIR RAINROW TROUT 4.0 POUR STATIC FLOODING
EAST FORK BRAFFITS CREEK 2.4 GOOR Roon 4.0 FAIR up- . FLOODING
FIDDLERS CREEK 1.6 POOR FAIR J.0 PONR STATIC FLOODING
KANARRA CREEK 0.8 GOOR 6o0n 4.0 600D STATIC NO CURRENT PRORLENS
KURIE CREEK 1.2 FOOR FAIR 5.0 POOR STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLEMS
LIVESTOCK GRAZING
PAROWAN CREEK 1.0 Goon Gonp RAINBOM: RROWN TROUT 12,0 Goon STATIC NO CURRENT FRORLENS
FAIR FAIR 8.0 FAIR up LACK OF WATER
RED CREEK 2.0 POOR FAIR 160 FAIR STATIC FLODDBING
WEST FORK BRAFFITS CREEK 0.8 FAIR FAIR 1.0 FAIR STATIC FLOORING
UNALOTTED COAL CREEK 1.5 FOOR FODR RAINROY TROUT 70 FOOR SIATIC FLOODING
GARFIELD BIG FLAT CASTRO WASH 1.0 POOR FOOR 0.0 POOR STATIC FLORRING
FISH POND BIG HOLLOW WASH 0.2 POOR FAIR 0.0 POOR STATIC FLONDING
LIKE KILN CREEK LIMEKIIN CREEK 2,4 POOR FAIR 0.0 POOR S14TIC FLODDING
LIKEKILN CREEK LIMEKILN CREEK 0.1 POOR FOOR 0.0 POOR STATIC FLOODING
MAMMOTR RIDGE SEVIER RIVER 1.4 FRIR FAIR RROWN TROUT 19.0 FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
FOTSON CREEK FOISON CREEK 0.0 DRY 0.0 POOR ROWN LACK OF VATER
SANDFORD BENCH SAND WASH 2.9 POOR FAIR 0.0 POOR STATIC FLOODING
SANDY CREEK THREE MILE CREEK 0.5 FAIR FAIR RAINROW TROUT 1.0 FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
SAWHILL PANGUITCH CREEK 0t FAIR Goop RAINROW TROUT 0.0 FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
SEVIER RIVER SEVIER RIVER 0.3 FAIR FAIR BROWN TROUT 1.0 POOR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
TERRS HOLLOW BEAR CRFEK 1.9 TAIR FAIR 7.0 POOR STATIC FLODDING
THREE MILE CREEK THREE HILE CRECK 2.8 FAIR FAIR 5.0 FAIR STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
ANTIKORY CENTER CREEX CENTER CREEK 0.8 FAIR Goon RAINBOW TROUT 1.0 6A0D STATIC NO CHRRENT PROBLENS
EAST FORK SEVIER RIVER 2,2 600N GOOD RROWN,RAINROY TROUT 5.0 (00D STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
FAIR FAIR BROWNsRAINBOW TROUT 1.0 FOOR STATIC LIVESTOLK GRAZTHNG
NORTH CREEK 0.6 FOOR FAIR 0.0 6000 STATIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING
JOHNS VALLEY DFER CREEK 2,5 FAIR 600D RAINROY TROUT 22.0 Gooe STATIC NO CURRENT FAOBLENS
PINE CREEK DEEF CREEK 0.0 MR 8.0 FalR STATIC LACK OF WATER
DEER CREEK 0.6 600D 600D RATNROW TROUT 8.0 600D STATIC NO CURRFHT FROSLEMS
FOREST CREEK 0.0 BRY 44,0 GUOD up LACK OF VATER
PINE CREEK 0.0 DRY 8.0 FAIR STATIC LACK OF LATER
POISON CREEK ANTIMONY CREEX 0.1 FAIR FAIR 1,0 FAIR STATIC FLOODING
POLE CANYON BIG HOLLOW VASH 0.4 PROR FAIR 0.0 POOR STATIC FLOOGING
HOODLE CREEK - 1.7 FAIR 6oop 32,0 fnan up N0 CURRENT FROBLENS




RIPARIAN'AND FISHERIES HABITAT CONDITION AND CONFLICTS (Continued)

STREAN  CONDITION RIPARIAN CONDITION
PLARNING UNIT  ALLOTHENT NANE STREAN NAHE HILES  CONDITION STARILITY FISH ACRES CONDITION  TREND CONFLICTS
ANTINONY POLE CANYON POLE CANYON CREEK 2.2 FAIR 600D RAINRON TROUT HY Gagn STATIC NQ CURRENT PROBLENS
WILLOW SFRING CREEK 0.0 DRY : 0.0 NONE LACK OF WATER
TWITCHELL RANCH CENTER CREEK 0.5 FAIR Gnon RAINROW,RROWN TROUT 1.0 FOOR up NO CURFENT PROULENS
UNALLOTTED EAST FORK SEVIER RIVER 1.7 Goop sone BROWN TROUT 2.0 GnoR STATIC NO CURRENT PROBLEMS
FAIR 6000 BRONN TROUT 3.0 POOR STATIC FLOGDING
FAIR BRONN TROUT 0.0 POOR STATIC FLOOBING
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Appendix B - Errata of the DEIS

Summary

Significant revisions and corrections to the Draft Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) are presented in this Appendix

B. Typographical errors are corrected only where confusing,

The page numbers

that appear along the left margin thfoughout this appendix indicate the page
of the Draft RMP/EIS on which the addition or correction would appear if the

entire draft were being reprinted.

Page S-3

Page S-4

Page S-4

Page 5-5

Page S-6

Page S-7

Alternatives Considered in
Detail - Production Alterna-
tives

Alternatives Considered in

Detail - Protection Alter-
native

Alternatives Considered, but
Eliminated from Detailed
Study.

Table S-1

Table S-1

Table S-1

B.1

Changes to the draft are underlined,

The last sentence of the paragraph
should be changed from "the re-
categorization of all lands" to
the recategorization of most
lands.

Change the last sentence of the
section to read Table S.1 provides
asummary.

The last sentence of the second
paragraph under this section
should be modified to read
evaluate the unit in a state-
wide EIS.

This page of Table S-1 is repro-
duced with appropriate revisions
at the end of this chapter.

Remove "H. Wilderness Values IMP
Protections Provided Under A1l
Alternatives" from this table.

This page of Table S-1 is repro-
duced with appropriate revisions at
the end of this section. '




Chapter 1 - Introduction - Errata

Page 1-2 Map 1.1 In the location map transpose the
labels Cedar and Beaver.

Page 1-5 Planning Issues, Special The last word on the page "Wilder-
Resource Protection Measures ness" should be removed. '

Page 1-6 Planning Issues, Special The first word on the page,
Resource Protection Measures "values," should be deleted.
Page 1-6 Planning Issues, Special In the first sentence change
Resource Protection Measures, "82,700" to 62,300. In the
3. Crucial Big Game Winter second sentence change "6,300"
Range. to 1,300 and "4,000" to 3,800,

In the fourth sentence change
*39,400" to 29,500 and “200" to

180.
Page 1-6 Planning Issues Special Change "4. Endangered Species® to
Resource Protection 4. Threatened or Endangered Species.
Measures, 4. Endangered Change the second sentence to There
Species , are two endangered species (bald

eagle, and peregrine falcon) and one
threatened specie (Utah prairie dog)
in the planning area.

Page 1-7 Planning Issues,ILands Under Land Disposals change "53, 400"
Actions ‘ to 52,700 in the first and third

lines, "41,400" to 40,700 in the
fifth line, and "26,000" to 25,400,
and "471,200" to 40,700 in the ninth

line.



Page
Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

2-2

2-6

2-7

2-8

2-9

2-11

2-1

2-12

Chapter 2 - Alternatives - Errata

Alternative 1, Minerals

Table 2-2, Minerals,
Wildlife

Table 2-2, Wildlife, Big
Game Habitat

Table 2-2, Soils, Watershed
Condition

Table 2-2, Forestry

Table 2-2, Visual Resources

Ailternative 2 - Lands
Actions

Alternative 3, Lands
Actions

Alternative 3, Minerals

Alternative 4 - Lands
Action

Change "34,300" to 34,100 in the

second line, and "1,500" to 1,600
in the third line.

This page of Table 2-2 is repro-
duced with appropriate changes
at the end of this section.

Under the No Action Alternative
change "82,700" to 62,300.

Under the Planning Alternative
change “112,915" to 62,300,
Under the Protection Alternative
replace "82,700" with 62,300.

Under the No Action Alternative
replace "25,800" with 22,100,

Under the Planning Alternative
replace "not to exceed" on the
third line with as a minimum,

Under the Planning Alternative
replace the last sentence be-
ginning with "Do not exceed" with
Projects which still do not con-
form to VRM objectives would be

further evaluated as to their
significance and weighed against
the value of visual resources be-
fore a decision is made to
proceed.

Change "36,800" to 36,4900 in the
first sentence.

Change "41,400 to 40,700 in the
first sentence.

Change the first sentence to read
Nearly all the planning area.

Change "26,000" to 25,400 in the
first line.



Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

2-12

2-26

2-27

2-28

2-30

2-31

Alternative 4 - Minerals

Table 2.3, Minerals,
Wildlife
Table 2.3, Recreation

Table 2.3, Wildlife

Table 2.3, Soils

Table 2.3, Wild Horses

In the fourth and fifth lines revise
the text to read Category 3 (no
surface occupancy) would be in-
creased by approximately 400 acres,
and Category 4 {no leasing) would

be increased by approximately 18,700
acres.

This page of Table 2.3 is repro-

duced with. appropriate revisions
at the end of this section.

Under the Allocation/Qutput and

Impacts Section reverse the posi-
tion of closed and limited.

This page of Table 2.3 is repro-

duced with appropriate revisions
at the end of .this section.

Under the No Action Alternative
change "25,800" to 22,100, Under
the Planning Alternative change
*18,800" to 15,100, "14,900" to
11,110, and "18,800" to 15,100.
Under the Production Alternative
replace "19,400" with 15,700.

Under the No Action Alternative
replace the word "ability" with
the word viability.




Page 3-7

Page 3-10

Page 3-15

Page 3-22

Page 3-22

Page 3-23

Page 3-24

Chapter 3 - Affected Environment (Revisions Only) - Errata

Lands, Corridors

Minerals, Map 3.2

Minerals, Table 3.1

Wildlife

Wildlife, Mule Deer

Wildlife, Mule Deer

Wildlife, Mule Deer

Wildlife, Table 3.2

Wildlife, Elk

B.5

Line 13 should be changed to
attached to help focus.

The map legend should read

0il and gas potential for
occurrence,

Table 3.1 is reproduced with
appropriate revisions at the end
of this section.

Line 9 of the first paragraph

should be changed to (Haliaecetus
leucocephalus), and the peregrine
falcon (Falco peregrinus), as well

as the Utah prairie dog (cynomys

parvindens).

In line 3 of the first paragraph
change "82,700" to 62,300.

The second sentence of the second
paragraph should be changed to
Condition of crucial winter range
is 9 percent {5,500 acres) good,
44 percent (27,300 acres) fair,
and 47 percent (29,500 acres)
poor habitat condition (see Table
3.2).

The last sentence in paragraph 5
should be changed to read "Qther
factors affecting mule deer habitat,
particularly crucial ranges, include
ORV use, potential oil and gas ex-
ploration, and land disposals, such
as exchanges, sales, and indemnity
selections.”

Several corrections have been made
in Table 3.2, which is included at
the end of this section,

Change "6,300 acres" to 1,300

acres in line five of the first
paragraph of this section. Replace
"1 percent" in the last sentence
of the first paragraph with 13

percent.



Page 3-25

Page 3-25

Page 3-26

Page 3-30

Page 3-30

Page 3-32

Wildlife, Endangered Species

Wildlife, Endangered Species

Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat
Areas, Map 3.6

Soils Resources, Erosion
Condition

Soil Resources, Erosion
Condition

Soil Resources, Erosion
Condition

" The first sentence should be modi-

fied to read "federally 1isted as
threatened or endangered.,"

Change “"and have its endangered
status reduced to threatened or
possibly even delisted” to
recently this species has had

its status reduced to threatened
in the last sentence of the third
paragraph,

Change "Buckshin WHA" to Buckskin
MHA,

In the Erosion Class by Soil Group
Table at the top of the page
change "310,400" to 308,900 and
"4,700" to 6,200 under the Low
and Intermediate Fans column,
"357,900" to 361,100, “111,900"
to 113,900, and "19,500" to
14,300 under the Upper Fans col-
umn, and "770,400" to 772,100,
"235,000" to 237,000, and
#25,800" to 22,100 under the
total column,

In the boftom paragraph, fourth

and fifth lines, change "25,800"
to 22,100,

In the table at the top of the
page under the Acres of Critical
and Severe Erosion Conditon
column change "4,700" to 6,200,
“19,500" to 14,300, and “25,800"
to 22,100.



Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page 4-8

Page 4-9

4-4

4-5

4-7

4-8

4-8

Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences - Errata

Alternative 1, Impacts

to Lands

Alternative 1 Impacts to
Mineral Resources Table 4.1

Alternative 1 Impacts to
Mineral Resources

A]ternat?ve 1, Impacts to
Wildlife

Alternative 1, Impacts to

Wildlife

Alternataive 1, Impacts to

Wildlife

Alternative 1, Impacts to
Wildlife, Conclusions

Alternative 1, Impacts to
Wildlife, Table 4.2

In the third paragraph change

“41,400" in the third line to
40,700.
Table 4.1 is reproduced with

appropriate changes at the end
of this section,

In paragraph four change "22,700"
in the second line to 22,600 and

“11,600" in the third 1ine to
11,500, 1In the fifth paragraph

change "1,090" in the second line
to 1,100,

In the second paragraph under this
section change "46,600" to 34,100
in line two.

Change the second sentence of

the second paragraph to read:

This Treatment would result in
improvement of habitat quality

on 1,050 acres of the 62,300

acres of crucial deer winter range
(Table 4.2).

In paragraph four change the second
sentence to read: Long-term impacts
would include a deterioration of
15,900 acres of mule deer habitat,
2,000 acres of crucial deer winter
range, and 2,100 acres of antelope
habitat. In the seventh line of
this paragraph delete 1,400 acres
of crucial deer winter range.

Change the third sentence to read:
Land treatments would improve ap-
proximately 1,000 acres of crucial
deer winter range. Change "2,500 in
the sixth line to 1,000, and "900"
to 1,000. Delete and 200 acres

of crucial elk winter range from
the last line on the page.

Table 4.2 is reproduced with
appropriate revisions at the
end of the section.




Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

4-10

4-11

4-18

4-19

4-20

4-23

4-23

4-24

4-25

4-25

Alternative 1, Impacts to
Wildlife, Conclusions

Alternative 1, Impacts to

Soils Resources

Alternative 2, Impacts to

Lands

Alternative 2, Impacts to

Minerals Resources, Table
4.3

Alternative 2, Impacts to
Mineral Resources

Alternative 2, Impacts to
Wildlife

Alternative 2, Impacts to
Wildlife

Alternative 2, Impacts to
to Wildlife, Table 4.4

Alternative 2, Impacts to
Wildlife

Alternative 2, Impacts to
Wildlife, Conclusions

Change "2,500" to 2,000 in the third
line of the page.

In the second paragraph of this
section replace "25,800" in the
first sentence with 22,100.

In the first full paragraph change

"36,800" to 36,400 in the first
line.

Table 4.3 is reproduced with

appropriate revsions at the end
of this section,

In the third paragraph on this
page replace "™69,500" in the
fourth line with 69,100,

In the second paragraph change
"36,800" to 36,400 in the first
Tine, and "80" in the second line
to 167.

In the third paragraph delete
69,500 acres of crucial big

game winter range,"” and insert
69,100 acres of crucial deer winter
range, 3,900 acres of crucijal ante-

lope winter range, and 1,400 acres

of crucial elk winter range

Table 4.3 is reproduced with ap-

propriate revisions at the end
of this section.

In the first paragraph change
"1,000" to 1,100 in the
eighth line. In the second
paragraph change "16,700"

to 9,300 in the seventh

line.

Replace "900" in the second line
with 167. "Change the second sen-
tence to read: 0il and gas leasing
seasonal stipulations would pro-

tect 69,100 acres of crucial deer

winter range, 3,900 acres of criti-

cal antelope winter range, 1,400

acres of crucial elk range, 11,100

acres of sage grouse strutting




Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page’

4-30

4-32

4-33

4-306

4-37

4-39

4-40

4-41

Alternative 2, Impacts to
Soils Resources Conclusions

Alternative 2, Impacts to

Range Resources

Alternative 2, Economic

Effects

Alternative 2, Economic

Effects

Alternative 3, Impacts to

Lands

Alternative 3, Impacts to
Table 4.7

Mineral Resources,

Aiternative 3, Impacts to

Wwildlife

Alternative 3, Impacts to

Wildlife Resources

Alternative 3, Impacts to
Conctlu-

Wildlife Resources,
sions

Alternative 3, Impacts to

Wildlife Resources,
4.8,

Table

grounds, and 4,400 acres used by
bald eagles and golden eagles.
Change "15,700" to 9,300 in the
seventh line.

Change "14,800" in the third line
to 11,110,

In the first paragraph replace

“36,800" with 36,400 in the first
lTine.

In the last sentence of the page

change "36,800" to 36,400, and
“921,500" to 815,900.

In the first line of the page

change “137,700" to 145,100
and "11,400" to 9,600.

In the third paragréph change
"41,400" in the first line to
40,700.

Table 4.7 is reproduced with

appropriate revisions at the
end of this section,

In the first paragraph under this
section change "41,400" to 40,700 in
the second sentence. Also change
“41,400" to 40,700 in the first line
of the second paragraph.

In the second paragraph change
*10,800" to 2,300 in the
fourth line, "100" to 70 in
the fifth line, "20,700" to
6,800 in the eighth line,

and "4,000" to 3,800 in the
ninth line.

Change "9,900" to 6,800 in line

seven, and "4,000" in line eight
to 3,800,

Table 4.8 is reproduced with
appropriate revisions at the end
of this section.




Page 4-43

Page 4-47

Page 4-47

Page 4-50

4-52

Page

Page 4-53

Page 4-55

Page 4-56

Alternative 3, Impacts to
Soil Resources

Alternative 3, Economic
Effects

Alternative 3, Economic
Effects, Specific Impacts

Alternative 4, Impacts to
L ands

Alternative 4, Impacts to
Mineral Resources

Alternative 4, Impacts to
Mineral Resources

Alternative 4, Impacts to

Wildlife

Alternative 4, Impacts to
Wildlife, Table 4,10

B.10

In the third paragraph under this
section, change "“17,400" to
13,700 in the first line. Under
Conclusions change *17,100" to
13,700 in the second line.

In the first paragraph under this
section the second line should
read "40,700 acres of public lands,

the placement of nearly all
lands . . ."

In the first line of this section
change "41,400" to 40,700,

In the second paragraph change
“26,000" in the first line to
25,400,

Table 4.9 is reproduced with ap-

propriate revisions at the end
of this section.

In the second paragraph change
"65,000" to 70,700 in the second
line. In the fourth paragraph
change "29,600" to 34,500 in the
second line. In the fifth para-
graph change "120,300" to 121,000
in the first line. In the seventh
paragraph change "108,100" to
115,500 in the first Tine.

The first sentence of the second
paragraph has been rewritten to
read: In order to provide maximum
protection to wildlife habitat,
69,100 acres of crucial deer

winter rang>, 3,900 acres of

crucial antelope winter range,

1,400 acres of crucial elk winter
range, and 14,100 acres of riparian
habitat would be placed in Category
4, No Leasing. In the last para-
graph on the page change "13,500" to
10,700, and "700" to 320 in the
fourth line, and "900" to 700 in the
fifth line.

Table 4,10 is reproduced with

appropriate revisions at the
end of this section.



Pagé 4-57

Page 4-61

Page 4-61

Page 4-62

Page 4-63

Page 4-63

Page 4-66

Page 4-66

Alternative 4, Impacts to
Wildife, Conclusions

Alternative 4, Impacts to
Range Resources

Alternative 4, Impacts to
Range Resources

Alternative 4, Impacts to
Visual Resources

Alternative 4, Impacts to

Visual Resources, Conclu~-
sions

Alternative 4, Economic
Effects

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,
Lands

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,
Minerals, 0il and Gas

»

The first sentence has been re-
written to read: Maximum pro-
tection from oil and gas develop-
ment would be provided to 69,100
acres of crucial deer winter range,
3,900 acres of crucial antelope win-
ter range, and 1,400 acres of cru-
cial elk winter range by placing
the habitat in Cateqory 4, No
Leasing. Replace "36,700" with
10,700 in line nine and "700"

with 320 and "900" with 700 in

line ten.

In the second paragraph change

*26,000" to 25,400 in the first
Tine.

In the table concerning range
condition delete Cattle and

Sheep from under the Range
Condition heading and insert Cattle
and Sheep under the Long Term
(Acres) heading.

In the second paragraph change
"38,600" in line one to 41,100.

Change "38,600" in the first
line to 41,100,

In the first paragraph under this
section change "26,000" to 25,400
and "921,500" to 915,500 in the
second line, and "29,600" to 34,500
and “120,300" to 121,000 in the
third line.

In the first line change "36,800" to
36,400 and "41,400" to 40,700. In
the second line change "26,000" to

25,400.

The first sentence has been revised
to read: Under the planning alter-
native, 10,400 acres would not be
available for surface exploration or
leasing which would adversely affect
the opportunity to explore for oil,
gas, and geothermal resources,




>

Page 4-67 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, In the first paragraph change
Wildlife/Riparian "900" in the first line to 167.

In the second paragraph change
1,500" to 1,300 and "31,800" to

25,500 in the second line.



Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

Page

L"'].]

L-1.7

M-4.14

M-4.43

R-2.10

Appendix

Appendix

Appendix

Appendix

Appendix

Appendix

Lands-1

Lands-1

Lands-1

Lands-1

Lands-1

Lands-1

Appendix - Errata

Appendix Minerals-4

Appendix Minerals-4

Appendix

Range-1

Appendix Range 2 - Gale

Allotment

For T. 28 5., R. 6 W., section 29
delete lot 5 and change "122"
acres to 5 acres. For this same
location description insert an

X under Planning Alternative.

Delete T. 30 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 1,
SW1/4NW1/4.

Change "T. 31 S., R. 12 W., Sec. 31,
NW1/4NH1/4" to T. 31 S., R. 12 W.,
Sec. 31, Lot 1.

Change "T. 31 S., R. 12 W., Sec. 7,
NW1/4NW1/4" to T. 31 S., R. 12 W.,
Sec. 7, Lot 1.

" For T. 35 S., R. 11 W., section 25

NE1/4 insert an X under Planning
Alternative.

Delete T. 36 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 32,
S1/2NW1/4, N1/2SuW1/4.

Delete T. 36 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 15,
SW1/45W1/4.

Delete T. 36 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 21,
28.

A1l o0ii, gas, and geothermal leasing
category tables for the planning
alternatives have been revised and
reproduced at the end of this
section,

A1l o0il, gas, and geothermal leasing
category tables for the protection
alternative have been revised and
}eproduced at the end of the sec-
tion,

Add Milford Bench and Pine Creek
under Priority 3. Delete "Ante-
lope Springs", "Hillsdale" and

*Mammoth Ridge" under Priority 4.

Remove "Combine with Asay Creek"
from the remarks section under
Production and Planning Alterna-
tives.



Page R-2.66 Appendix Range 2 - Hicks Delete "10% of allotment is in
Creek Allotment poor livestock condition" and
"6% of Big Game Habitat is in
poor condition" from the Pro-
blems/Conflicts section.

Page R- Appendix Range 2 - Antimony Delete "Combine with Grand Bench"
2.170 Creek Allotment from under the Production Alter-
native Remarks Section., Delete
“Combine with Minnije Creek" from
the remarks section under the
Planning Alternative.



TABLE S.1

SUMMARY OF MAJOR MANAGEMENT ACTIONS AND IMPACTS BY PLANNING ISSUE

Issue and

ALTERNATIVES

Plan Element

No Action

Planning

Production

Protection

gL°9

~

[

Lands Actions

Lands Disposals

Corridor Desig-
nations

Forage Management/
Land Treatment

Minerals

0i1 and Gas

No land wouid be available
for disposal without further
planaing.

No additional corridors
would be designated.

27 allotments would remain
under intensive management,
no additional intensive man-

agemenrt would be implemented.

Stocking levels would remain
at 61,700 AUMs, No land
treatments would be per-
formed.

No changes in existing Q&G
leasing categories would be
made., Acreages under each

category would be as follows:

CATEGORY 1 986,6002/
CATEGORY 2 49,100
CATEGORY 3 34,100
CATEGORY 4 1,600

36,400 acres would be available
for disposal.

11 corridors, covering 470 lineal
miles would be designated.

27 allotments would remain under
intensive management and 58 allot-
ments would be brought under in-
tensive management. Stocking
levels would increase from 61,700
AUMs to 86,800, Approximately
14,000 of these would resuit from
over 70,000 acres of land treat-
ments.

0% leasing categories would be

extensively changed and the cate-
gory system would be extended to
geothermal leasing.
each category would be as follows:

CATEGORY 1 915,900
CATEGORY 2 145,100
CATEGORY 3 9,600
CATEGORY 4 800

Acreages under

40,700 acres would be avajlable
for disposal.

11 corridors,
lineal miles,
nated.

covering 470
would be desig-

27 allotments would remain un~
der intensive management and

88 additional allotments would
be brought under intensive
management. Stocking levels
would increase from 61,700

to 214,800 AUMs. Approximately
147,000 of these would resuit
from 736,000 acres of
treatments,

A1l leasing would be managed
under the standard stipula-
tions (Category 1) except
those areas protected by law
(T&E habitat and airpbrts).

CATEGORY 1 1,057,700
CATEGORY 2 4,400
CATEGORY 3 9,300
CATEGORY 4 0

25,400 acres would be avail-
able for disposal.

11 corridors, covering 470
lineal miles, would be desig-
nated.

19 allotments would remain
under intensive management,

8 existing systems would be
modified, and 56 additional
allotments would te brought
under intensive management.
Stocking levels would decrease
from 61,700 to 51, 300 AUMs.

No land treatments for live-
stock would be implemented.

038G leasing categories would
be extensively changed and
the category system would

be extended to geothermal
leasing. Acreages under
each category would be as
follows:

CATEGORY 1 915,500
CATEGORY 2 0
CATEGORY 3 34,500
CATEGORY 4 121,000

2/ For discussion of the 0i1 and Gas Categories, refer to Chapter 3, Minerals, and Appendixes Minerals 3 and 4,
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TABLE S.1

SUMMARY OF MAJOR MANAGEMENT ACTIONS AND IMPACTS BY PLANNING ISSUE

Issue and

ALTERNATIVES

Plan Element

No Action

Planning

Production

Protection

a.

Protection Measures

Riparian habitat
conflicts

Soil and Water
values acres with
critical and severe

erosion

Crucial big game
winter range

Crucial Deer Winter
Range

Crucial Elk Winter
Range

Crucial Antelope
Winter Range

Identified problems would be
resolved on none of the 75
acres with problems.

Erosion condition would be
improved on none of 22,100
acres with critical and se-

vere erosion,

Protection from oil and gas
leasing, exploration, and
development impacts would be
provided on:

36,200 of 62,300 acres

None of 1,300

None of 3,800 acres

Long-temm changes in the
amount of crucial big game
winter range in poor condi-
tion would be:

cowrl/ 30,5005 1,000 more
CEWR 180; no change
CAWR 0; no change

ldentified problems would be re-
solved on 23 of 75 acres with prob-
Tems.

Erosion conditions would be ime
proved to at least moderate on
7,000 acres of the 22,100 acres

with critical and severe erosion.

Protection from oil, gas, and
geothermal leasing, exploration,

and development impacts would be
provided on:

A1l 62,300 acres

A1l 1,300 acres

A1l 3,800 acres

Long-term changes in the amount

of crucial big game winter range
in poor condition would be:

CDWR 22,400; 7,100 less
CEWR 180; no change
CAWR 0; no change

Identified problems would be
resolved on none of the 75
acres with problems.

Erosion condition would be im-
proved to at least moderate on

8,400 acres of the 22,100 acres

with critical and severe
erosion.

Protection from oil, gas, and

geothermal leasing, explora-

tion, and development impacts
would be provided on:

None of 62,300 acres
None of 1,300 acres

None of 3,800 acres

Long-term changes in the amount
of crucial big game winter range

in poor condition would be:

CDWR 36,300; 9,000 less
CEWR 180; no change
CAWR 3,800; 3,810 more

Identified problems would be
resolved on all 75 acres with
problems.

Erosion condition would be im-
proved to at least moderate

on 6,400 acres of the 22,100
acres with critical and se-
vere erosion.

Protection from oil, gas, and
geothermal leasing, explora-

tion, and development impacts
would be provided on:

A1l 62,300 acres
A11 1,300 acres

A1l 3,800 acres

Long-term changes in the
amount of crucial big game
winter range in poor condition
would be:

CDWR 15,500; 14,000 less
CEWR 180; no change
CAWR 0; no change

3/ CDWR - Crucial Deer Winter Range

CEWR - Crucial Elk Winter Range
CAWR - Crucial Antelope Winter Range



Resource Plan Element
1. LANDS Disposals,
Exchanges,
Selections

Rights-of-way
ana Corrigors

2. MINERALS 0i1 and Gas

LLrd

Coal

Table 2.2

Summary of Management Actions and.Plan Elements by Alternative

No Actian Alternative

Planning Alternative

Production Alternative

Continue to process disposals,
exchanges, ana selections on a
case-by-case basis in conformance with
existing lang use plans.

Continue to issue rights-of-way
sucject to existirg resource
management prosrams on a case-by-case
basis. %o corriders would de
ges:gnated.

Continue to lease lanas for oil, gas,
ana geotnermai exploration unger the
follcwing leasing catzjories:
Category 1 - Jpen - Standara
Stipulations, 356,600 acres; Category
2 - Jdpen - ipecial Stipulations,
49,10¢ (CIWR 26,200 acres, raptor
nesting areas, 3,100 acres, sage grouse
strutting grounas 7,500 acres,
riparian areas 1,300 acresj; Category
3 - Open - Ko Surtace Occupancy 34,!
acres {scenic landas 27,600 acres,
raptor nesting areas 900 acres,
recreation sites, 1,800 acres, RLPP
ang patent lancs 3,200 acres,
riparian areas 5,500 acres}; Cate-
gory 4 - Closea - or No Leasing

1,600 acres, (scenic lanas 1,100
acres, recreation sites 500 acres).

Defer leasing of coal.

Provide for disposais, exchanges, or
selections of puolic lanos on 36,400
acres {Appengix Lanos-1, Map 4.1).

Continue to process individual rights-
of-way. Designate 470 miles of corrie
dors as identifiea in the wWestern
Regional Corridor Study (Map 3.1).

Appiy the following oil, gas, and
geothermal leasing categories:

Category | - Open - Stancarg
Stipulations 915,300 acras; Category 2

- Jpen - Special Stipuiations 145,300
acres {(VRM Class 11 41,100 acres,
riparian areas 14,100 acres; CEWR

1,400 acres, CDWR 23,100 acres, AWR 2,900
acres, sage Qrouse SIrutting grouncs 11,}
acres, raptor nesting areas 4,400 acresj;
Cateqory 3 - Open - No Surface

Occupancy 9,600 acres (Utah prairie

goa sites 3,900 acres, riparian langs

- Quichapa Lake 1,000 acres, recreation
sites 500 acres, RIPP ang patent

4,100 acres, administrative sites

100 acres,); Category 4 - No Leasing 800
are: (RIPP patent lands).

The foliowing lands will be considered
as suitabie for further consideration
for leasing for certain stipuiated
methoas of uncerground mining; Kolab
coal field 20,200 acres, Alton ccal
field 900 acres, and Johns Valley coal
field 15,900 acres. An additionai
3,900 acres shail be considered as
unsuitanle for surface mining within
these coal flelds. Mitigate impacts
to visual resources on 2,800 zcres
within Kolob coai field in the YRM
Class 11 foreground visual zone.
Apply coal unsuitability ¢riteria 16
and 19 when additional information is
gathered before issuing a permit to
sine,

Provide for disposal, exchange, or
seiection of public lands an 40,790
acres (Appenaix banas-i, Map 4.1},

Maxe all public lands available for
rights-of-way. Designate 470 miles
of corridors as identifieq in the
wWestern Regional Corrigor Stuoy
(Map 3.1}.

Acoly the following oil, gas, ana geo-
tnermal leasing categories: Catage-y
1 - Open - Stangarg Stipulations
1,457,700 acres, Lategory 2 - Open -
Scecial Stipuiations 4,400 agres

v ~wtor nesting 3,300 acres), Categ
3 - Dpen - No Surfice vccubancy 9.
acres (RAPP - 1,500 acres, itan orarte
<cg sites 3,%00 w¢res, recreaticn :iies

£GC acres), Category 4 - Closea - U acres.

Same as Planning Alternative.

Protection Alternative

Provide for aisposals, exchanges, or
selections of pubiic lanas on 25,400
acres {Appendix Lanas-1, ¥ap 4.1}.

Same as Planning Alternative except
mitigate all negative impacts to
sensitive resources.

Appiy the following oil, jas, and
geothermal leasing categories:
Lategory 1 - Open - Stancara
Stigpulations 915,500 acres: Category 2
- Ooen - Special Stigulatsons O scres;
tequry 3 - Ko Sur-ace Occupancy
34.500 icres (sage grouse strutting
grounas 1,100 acres. raptor nesting
areas 4,300 acres, riparian acres
15,300 acres, Jtah orairie gcgs 2,900
acres; Catecory 4 - No Leasing 121,000
acres (COMR 69,100 acres, CEWR 1,400
acres, crucial antelope winter range
3,900 acres. YRM Class [1 41,100 acres:
rigprian areas - A4PP and patent lanas
4,900 acres, administrative sites 160
acres.

The following lands will e consicered
as suitable for further consideration
for leasing for certain stipulated
methods of unocergreuna coal mining:
Kolob coal field 20,200 acres, Alton
coal field 900 acres, and Johns vailey
coal field 15,900 acres. An
agditional 3,900 acres shall be
considered as unsuitable for surface
mining witin these coal fields.
Pronibit surface oisturbing activities
associated with coal mining on 2,800
acres, which will not meet VRM Class
11 objectives. Apply coal
unsuitability criteria 16 and 19 when
additional information is gathered
before issuing a permit to mine.
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TABLE 2.3
Comparison of Alternatives - Summary of Allocations/Outputs and Impact

s by Plan Element

Allocation/ Unit
Plan Qutput and of
Resource Element Impacts Measure Alternative No Action Alternative Planning Alternative Production Alternative Protection
1. Lands Lands Retention Acres Fed. 1,071, 400 1, 035, 000 1,030, 700 1,046,400
Gisposal Disposal Surface
Acres Fed. 0 36,400 40,700 25,400
Surface
Impact: No change from present Improved land owner- Improved land ownership Some improvement in land
condition: Retain ship patterns - re- patterns. ODispose of ownership patterns. Sen-
lands uneconomical and tain 4,600 acres of isolated tracts contain- sitive resource values
difficuit to manage. isolated lands to ing sensitive resources would not be impacted by
protect sensitive on 15,400 acres. Signi- disposals and would con-
resource values. ficant resource values tinue to be managed to
Resource impacts transferred from Federal protect those sensitive
would be small. ownership. resources.,
Corridors Designated Miles of 0 470 470 470
Corridors Corridors
Impact: No significant change - Avoid proliferation Same as Planning Alter- Same as Planning Alter-
rights-of-way author- of rights-of-way con- native. Issuance of native. Sensitive ve-
ized on a case-by-case flicting land uses rights-of-way grants sources would receive
basis. and reduce time re- given priority over re- priority for protection
quired to process quirement for special and mitigation in grant-
rights-of-way - im- stipulations to pro- ing rights-of-way in
pacts to sensitive tect sensitive re- identical corridors.
resources weighed sources.,
against value of
grant, impacts miti-
gated accordingly.
2. Minerals 0il, Gas, & Cat. 1 - Acres of 986, 600 915,900 1,057,700 915, 900
Geothermal Standard Fed. Minerals
Leasing Stips
Cat. 2 - Acres of 49,100 145, 100 4,400 0
Special Fed. Minerals
Stips
Cat. 3 - Acres of 34,100 9, 600 9,300 34,500
No Surface Fed. Minerals
Occupancy
Cat. 4 - Acres of 1, 600 800 0 121,000
No Leasing Fed. Minerals
Impacts: No change in opportun- Slightly more restric- Increase in opportunity Significant decrease in

ity for exploration.
Visual resource pro-
tected by more restric-
tive stipulations,
65,000 acres of sensi-
tive resources not pro-
tected by special stipu-
lations.,

tive for opportunity
for exploration.
tive species protected
by seasonal restric-
tions, prohibition on
surface occupancy,
restrictions on loca-
tion of structures and
surface disturbance,

for exploration. Only

Sensi-sensitive species pro-

tected by special stip-
ulations and prohibi-
tion on surface occu~
pancy. Potential im-
pacts to COWR, riparian
areas, visual resources,
recreation sites from
exploration activities.

opportunity for explora-
tion. Maximum protection
afforded to all sensitive
resources,
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TABLE 2.3 - Comparison of Alternatives - Summary of Allocations/Outputs and Impacts by Plan Element (Continued)

Allocation/ Unit
Plan Output and of
Resource Element Impacts Measure Alternative No Action Alternative Planning Alternative Production Alternative Protection
Land Treated Acres Treated Acres Fed. 1, 000 8,200 0 8,200
Surface
4, Wildlife Big game Crucial Wildlife Crucial Wildlife Crucial Wildlife Crucial Wildlife
Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat Habitat
Deer Habitat Acres Fed. 1,000 11,300 7,900 156,800 2,300 277,300 10,700 144,300
Improved Surface
Habitat Acres Fed. 60,300 803,400 53,300 655,600 45,500 542,700 51,600 675,700
Maintained Surface
Habitat Acres Fed. 1,000 15, 900 1,100 6,900 14, 500 0 0 0
Declined Surface
Impact: Net Changes: Net Changes: Net Changes: Net Changes:
1.000 acres of CDWR and 9,300 acres of COWR 6,800 acres of COWR 10,700 acres of CDWR and
4,500 acres of deer and 149,900 acres of would ceteriorate, and 144,300 acres of deer
habitat would deterior- deer habitat would 277,300 acres of deer habitat would improve.
ate. Remainder of improve. Remainger habitat would inmprove. Remainder of the habitat
habitat maintained. of habitat maintained. Remainder of habitat maintained.
maintained,
Elk Habitat Acres Fed. 0 0 0 4,400 70 8,100 320 1,500
Improved Surf ace
Habitat Acres Fed. 1, 300 19,700 1,300 15,100 1,230 12,000 9, 800 18, 600
Maintained Surface
Habitat Acres Fed. 0 400 0 700 0 0 o 0
Declined Surface
impacts: Net Chanqges: Net Changes: Net Changes: Net Changes:
400 acres of elk habi- 3,700 acres of elk 70 acres of CEWR and 330 acres of CEWR and
tat would deteriorate habitat would improve 8,100 acres of elk habi- 1,500 acres of elk habi-
and the remainder of and the remainder of tat would improve. The tat would improve. The
the habitat would be the habitat would be remainder of the habi- remainder of the habi-
maintained. maintained, tat would be maintained. tat would be maintained.
Antelope Habitat Acres Fed, 0 2,500 0 39,300 0 29,300 700 75,600
Improved Surface
Habitat Acres Fed. 3,800 293,300 3,800 250,600 0 266,600 3,100 220,200
Maintained Surface
Habitat Acres Fed. 0 0 0 6,000 3,800 0 0 0
Declined Surface )
Impacts: Net Changes:

2,500 acres of anteiope
habitat would improve.
The remainder of the
habitat would be main-
tained.

Net Changes:

33,300 acres ¢¥ ante-
lope habitat would im-
prove. The remainder
of the habitat would
be maintained.

Net_Changes:

3,800 acres of CAWR
would deteriorate and
29,300 acres of ante-
lope habitat would im~
prove. The remainder
of the habitat would
be maintained.

Net Changes:

700 acres of CAWR and
75,600 acres of ante-
lope would improve., The
remainder of the habi-
tat would be maintained.




Table 3.1

Existing 0il and Gas Leasing Cate

Categories and Stipulations

Category 1
(Leasing w/Standard Stipulations)

Category 2
(Leasing w/Special Stipulations)

Seasonal No Surface Occupany
- Crucial Deer Winter Range
Crucial Elk Winter Range
Crucial Antelope Winter Range
Raptor Nesting and Perch Site
Sage Grouse Strutting Ground

VRM Class II (Visual Resources)
No Surface Occupancy

Within 400 Feet of Live Water
(Riparian Areas)

Category 3

(No Surface Occupancy)

- Scenic Lands

- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites

Recreation Sites

Recreation & Public Purposes,
Sites of Patents (R&PP)

Utah Prairie Dogs

Quichapa Lake {Riparian)

Sage Grouse Strutting Ground

- Raptor Nesting Area

Riparian Area

Category 4

(No Leasing)

- Scenic Lands

Recreation Sites

VRM Class II (Visual Resources)
Crucial Deer Winter Range
Crucial E1k Winter Range
Crucial Antelope Winter Range
Utah Prairie Dogs

Quichapa Lake (Riparian)

R&PP and Patent Lands
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Table 3.2
Big Game Habitat Condition

Mule Deer Habitat

Current
Typical Range CDWR
Good 139,000 5,500
Fair 354,000 27,300
Poor 327,000 29,500
Total 820,000 62,300

E1k Habitat

Current
Typical Range CEWR
Good 1,400 170
Fair 14,700 950
Poor 4,000 180
Total 20,100 1,300

s Antelope Habitat

: Current
: Typical Range CAWR
Good 16,500 0
Fair 136,500 3,800
Poor 142,800 0
Total 295, 800 3,800

8.21



Table 4.1

0il and Gas Leasing Categories

Existing Situation

Categories and Stipulations

Category 1
(Leasing w/Standard Stipulations)

Category 2
(Leasing w/Special Stipulations)

Seasonal No Surface Occupany
- Crucial Deer Winter Range
- Crucial Elk Winter Range
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites
- Sage Grouse Strutting Ground

- VRM Class II (Visual Resources)
- No Surface Occupancy
Within 400 Feet of Live Water
(Riparian Areas)

Category 3-

(No Surface Occupancy)

- Scenic Lands

Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites

Recreation Sites

Recreation & Public Purposes,
Sites of Patents (R&PP)

Utah Prairie Dogs

Quichapa Lake (Riparian)

Sage Grouse Strutting Ground

Raptor Nesting Area

Riparian Area

1

Category 4

(No Leasing)

- Scenic Lands

- Recreation Sites

- VRM Class II (Visual Resources)
- Crucial Deer Winter Range

- Crucial Elk Winter Range

- Crucial Antelope Winter Range
- Utah Prairie Dogs

- Quichapa Lake (Riparian)

- R&PP and Patent Lands

B.22
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Situation

Acres

986,600

49,100

36,200
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7,500
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4,500
1,600

1,100
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IMPACTS TO BIG GAME HABITAT CONDITION -~ NO ACTION

Table 4.2

Mule Deer Habitat Condition

Current No Action Net Change Net Improvement
Typical Range CDWR Typical Range CDWR Typical Range CDWR Typical CDWR
Good 139,000 5,500 147,000 6,500 + 8,000 +1,000
Fair 354,000 27,300 336,000 25,300 -18,000 -2,000
Poor 327,000 29,500 337,000 30, 500 +10, 000 +1,000
Total 820,000 62,300 820,000 62,300 4,600 -1,000
Elk Habitat Condition
Current No Action Net Change Net Improvement
Typical Range CEWR Typical Range CEWR Typical Range CEWR Typical CEWR
Good 1,400 170 1,400 170 0 0
Fair 14,700 950 14,300 950 - 400 0
Poor 4,000 180 4,400 + 180 + 400 _ 0
Total 20,100 1,300 20, 100 1,300 - 400 0
Antelope Habitat Condition
Current No Action Net Change Net Improvement
Typical Range CAWR Typical Range CAWR Typical Range CAWR Typical CAWR
Good 16,500 18,900 + 2,400
Fair 136,500 3,800 132,000 3,800 - 4,500 0 0
Poor 142,800 144, 900 + 2,100 L
Total 295,800 3,800 295,800 3,800 - 2,600 0
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Table 4.3

Impacts to 011, Gas, and Geothermal Leasing Categories - Planning Alternative

Existing Proposed
Categories and Stipu]ationsl/ Situation Categories Net Acreage Changes
(Acres) (Acres) Increased Decreased
Category 1 986, 600 915, 900 - 70,700
(Leasing w/Standard
Stipulations)
Category 2 49,100 145,100 96, 000 -
(Leasing w/Special
Stipulations)
Seasonal No Surface Occupancy
- Crucial Deer Winter Range 36,200 69, 100 32,900 -
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 0 1,400 1,400 -
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 0 3,900 3,900
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 4,100 4,400 300 -
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 7,500 11,100 3,600 -
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 0 41,100 41,100 -
- No Surface Occupancy Within 1,300 14,100 12,800 -
400 Feet of Live Water
(Riparian Areas)
Category 3 34,100 9,600 - 24,500
(No Surface Occupancy)

.= Scenic Lands 22,600 0 - 22,600
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 900 0 - 900
- Recreation Sites 1, 800 500 - 1,300
- Recreation & Public Purposes, 3,300 4,100 800 -

Sites of Patents, (R&PP)

- Utah Prairie Dogs 0 3,900 3,900 -
- Quichapa Lake {Riparian) 1,000 1,000 0 -
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 0 0 0 -
- Riparian Area 4,500 0 0 4,500
- Administrative Site 0 100 100 0
Category 4 1,600 800 - 800
(No Leasing)

- Scenic Lands 1, 100 0 - 1,100
- Recreation Sites 0 0

- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 0 0 - -
- Crucial Deer Winter Range 0 0 - -
- Crucial E1k Winter Range 0 0 - -
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 0 0 - -
- Utah Prairie Dogs ¢ V] - -
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) V] 0 - -
- R&PP and Patent Lands 500 800 300 -
Administrative Site 0 0 0 -

1 . s . .
-/For detailed descriptions of these categories and stipulations and the resources they

are designed to protect, refer to Appendixes Minerals 3 and~4. See also Map 4.2,
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Table 4.4

IMPACTS TO BIG GAME HABITAT CONDITION - PLANNING ALTERNATIVE

Mule Deer
Current Planning Alternative Net Change Net Improvement
Typical Range CDWR Typical Range CDWR = Typical Range _ CDWR Typical _CDWR
Good 139,000 5,500 243,000 13,700 + 104,000 + 8,200
Fair 354,000 27,300 315,000 26,200 - 39,000 - 1,100
Poor 327,000 29,500 262,000 22,400 - 6,500 -~ 7,100
Total 820,000 62,300 820,000 62,300 149,900 +9,300
Elk
Current Planning Aiternative Net Change Net Improvement
Typical Range _ CEWR Typical Range CEWR  Typical Range  CEWR Typical CEWR
Good 1,400 170 4,200 170 + 2,800 0
Fair 14,700 950 12,800 950 - 1,900 0
Poor 4,000 180 3,100 180 - 900 0 _
Total 20,100 1,300 20,100 1,300 3,700 1]
Antelope Habitat Condition
Current Planning Alternative Net Change Net Improvement
Typical Range CAWR Typical Range CAWR Typical Range _ CAWR Typical CAWR
Good 16,500 0 43,900 0 + 27,400 0
Fair 136, 500 3,800 132,000 3,800 - 4,500 0
Poor 142,800 0 119, 900 0 - 22,900 0 _
Total 295, 800 3,800 295,800 3,800 33,300 0
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Table 4.7

Impacts to 0il, Gas, and Geothermal Leasing Categories - Production Alternative

Existing Production
Situation Alternative Net Acreage Changes
Categories and Stipulations (Acres) (Acres) Increased Decreased
Category 1 986, 600 1,057,700 71,100
(Leasing w/Standard
Stipulations)
Category 2 49,100 4,400 44,700
(Leasing w/Special
Stipulations)
Seasonal No Surface Occupancy

- Crucial Deer Winter Range 36,200
- Crucial E1k Winter Range 0
~ Crucial Antelope Winter Range 0
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 4,100 4,400 300
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 7,500
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 0
- No Surface Occupancy Within 1,300

400 Feet of Live Water

(Riparian Areas)
Category 3 34,100 9,300 24,800
{No Surface Occupancy)
- Scenic Lands 22,600
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 900
- Recreation Sites 1,800 500 0
- Recreation & Public Purposes, 3,300 4,900 1,600 1,300

Sites of Patents, (R&PP) :
- Utah Prairie Dogs 0 3,900 3,900
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 1,000
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 0
- Riparian Area 4,500
- Administrative Site
Category 4 1, 600
(No Leasing)
- Scenic Lands 1,100
- Recreation Sites 0
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) -0
- Crucial Deer Winter Range - 0
- Crucial ETk Winter Range 0
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 0
- Utah Prairie Dogs 0
- Quichapa Lake {Riparian) 0
- R&PP and Patent Lands 0
- Administrative Site 500
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Table 4.8

Impacts to Big Game Habitat Condition - Production Alternative

Mule Deer
Current Situation Production Net Change Net Improvement
Typical CDWR Typical CDWR Typical CDWR Typical CDWR
139,000 5,500 397,000 4,900 +258,000 - 600
354,000 27,300 369,000 21,100 + 15,000 - 6,200
327,000 29,500 54,000 36,300 -273,000 + 6,800
820,000 62,300 820,000 62,300 277,300 6, 800
€1k
Current Situation Production Net Change Net Improvement
Typical CEWR Typical CEWR Typical CEWR Typical CEWR
1,400 170 11,200 240 + 9,800 + 70
14,700 950 6,600 880 - 8,100. - 70
4,000 180 2,300 180 1,700 0 .
20, 100 1,300 20,100 1,300 8, 100 +70
Antelope
Current Situation Production Net Change Net Improvement
Typical CAWR Typical CAWR Typical CAWR Typical CAWR
16, 500 0 20,000 0 + 3,500 0
136, 500 3,800 168,500 0 + 32,000 - 3,300
142,800 0 . 107,300 3,800 - 35,500 + 3,800
295,800 3,800 295,800 3,800 29,300 - 3,800
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Table 4.9 .
Impacts to 0il, Gas, and Geothermal Leasing Categories - Protection Alternative

Existing Protection
Categories and Stipu]ationsl/ Situation Alternative Net Acreage Changes
{Acres) {Acres) Increased Decreased
Category 1 986, 600 915, 900 - 70, 700
(Leasing w/Standard
Stipulations)
Category 2 49, 100 0 - 49, 100
(Leasing w/Special
Stipulations)
Seasonal No Surface Occupancy

- Crucial Deer Winter Range 36,200 0 - 36,200
- Crucial £1k Winter Range 0 0 - 0
- Crucial Anteiope Winter Range 0
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites ' 4,700 0 - 4,100
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 7,500 0 - 7,500
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 0 0 - 0
- No Surface Occupancy Within 1,300 0 - 1,300

400 Feet of Live Water

(Riparian Areas)
Category 3 34,100 34,500 400
(No Surface Occupancy) ' .
- Scenic Lands 22,600 0 - 22,600
- Raptor Nesting and Perch Sites 900 4,400 3,500 -
- Recreation Sites 1,800 G - 1, 800
- Recreation & Public Purposes, 3,300 0 - 3,300

Sites of Patents, (R&PP)
- Utah Prairie Dogs 0 3,900 - -
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 1,000 1,000 0 -
- Sage Grouse Strutting Grounds 0 11,100 11,100 -
- Riparian Area 4,500 14,100 9, 600 -
- Administrative Site
Category 4 1,600 121,000 118,700 -
(No Leasing)
- Scenic Lands 1,100 0 - 1,100
- Recreation Sites _ 0 500 500 -
- VRM Class II (Visual Resources) 0 41,100 41,100 -
- Crucial Deer Winter Range 0 69,100 69,010 -
- Crucial Elk Winter Range 0 1,400 1,400 -
- Crucial Antelope Winter Range 0 3,900 3,900 -
- Utah Prairie Dogs 0 - - -
- Quichapa Lake (Riparian) 0 - - -
- R&PP ang Patent Lands 500 4,900 4,900 -
- Administrative Site 0 100 100

MFor detailed descriptions of these categories and stipulations and the resources they
are designed to protect, refer to Appendixes Minerals 3 and 4, See also Map 4.6.

B.28




Table 4.10

IMPACTS TO BIG GAME HABITAT CONDITION - PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

Mule Deer

Current Protection Alternative Net Change Net Improvement
Typical Range CDWR Typical Range CDWR Typical Range CDWR  Typical CDWR

Good 139,000 5,500 188, 600 16, 100 + 49,600 + 10, 600
Fair 354,300 27,300 421,000 30,700 + 67,000 + 3,400 y
Poor - 327,000 29, 500 210,400 15,500 - 116,600 - 14,000
Total 820, 000 62,300 820,000 62,300 144,300 +10, 700
Elk
Current Protection Alternative Net Change Net Improvement

Typical Range CEWR  Typical Range CEWR Typical Range CEWR  Typical CEWR

Good 1,400 170 4,400 490 + 3,000 + 320
Fair 14,700 950 13, 800 630 - 900 - 320
Poor 4,000 180 1,900 180 - 2,100 _0
Total 20,100 1, 300 20,100 1,300 1,500 +320
Antelope Habitat Condition
Current Protection Alternative Het Change Net Improvement

Typical Range CAWR Typical Range CAWR Typical Range CAWR _ Typical. CAWR

Good 16, 500 0 29, 600 700 + 13,100 700
Fair 136, 500 3,800 186,000 3,100 + 49,500 700
Poor 142,800 __ 0 80,200 0 62,600 0
Total 295, 800 3,800 295,800 4,000 75,600 700
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CATEGORY

PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT

RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES CEDAR-BEAVER

- =8 D > > o S W TP T T T W O™ B A 0 e G S i T A S e P D b T S = S R - - -

30S

33S

345

9y
1
13U
8W

100

11
124

13W
144

28
13
27

8
25
27
28

13
31

36

160,00
160.00
199.00

90,60
160.00
81.92
100.00
260.00
200,24
40,00
80.00
160.00
160.00
80.00
160.00

367.36
240,00

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESOURCE

3,739.12

PLANNING UNIT

RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES GARFIELD

- - " - - - - 2 2 - o Y e o e e T} e D O e T D S AR -
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21
29

110.00
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PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES GARFIELD
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
36S 5W 30 17.76
W 24 20,00
25 40,00
375 5W 6 76,66
7 95,85
385 5 3 160.00
TOTAL 540,27
CATEGQORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
2 7 RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES ANTIMONY
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
318 ™ 6 40,00
2W 15 40,00
22 40,00
30 40,00
TOTAL 160. 00
CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
3 R&PP CEDAR-BEAVER
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
BRAFFITS CREEK R&PP 355 9 13 160,00
' 23 330.23
24 513.28
25 160,00
26 280,00
CEDAR CITY AIRPORT 355 1 33 40,00
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CATEGORY

PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

RESOURCE
R&PP

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- - > o T - " S " S W - A - > = W_ T 4 o > o D G S S A 06 A e A RS A - 4

PURPOSE

RESIDENTIAL

TOWNSHIP

365

RANGE SECTION

T 15
20

160,00
480,00
640.00
240,00
240,00

- o —— - " > T T D P NP > - T A S R - e 8 P P T R (P e O 8 A S D D S VR A D S e A B el - -

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESOURCE
R&PP

3,243.51

PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

- - - on > > S o e D D O " D D . - > - " e s A D A L T S 4D SR B 4D G B U K S T - B - -

PURPOSE

PANGUITCH AIRPORT

TOWNSHIP

34S

RANGE SECTION

SW 14

560,00
160. 00
80.00
480,00

- P " o AD W b - B0 D VD T - . . . T WD P W S e o o e 6 D D B D D A S P S T Y T G S S D L e " -

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESQURCE
R&PP

1,280, 00

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- - - - - > - D S D P T > - " 4 ) A8 A R D N P o D A G S e A T R W S D Y G N e A D B S D S D S -

PURPOSE

ANTIMONY LANDFILL

BYRCE AIRPORT

TOWNSHIP

31s

RANGE SECTION

20 11

- 7 4 P W T T . P - - - . T - - - - - L T D D A S A R - O N S S R VD T = - - -

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESQURCE
RECREATION SITE

326,92

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- - 7D i " S D O P AR D AP W P = b T T S VS D W O S e A M 4 WP T YO Y S 0 A 4D D W S e Y S R D S - -

PURPOSE

MINERSVILLE RESERVOIR

TOWNSHIP

30S
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CATEGORY

PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

© RESOURCE
RECREATION SITE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- - - v o S - " S - = . Y VS S e S e e A o D T s Y e e s OB S YR A Y e o

PURPOSE

MINERSVILLE RESERVOIR

ROCK CORRAL

TOWNSHIP

308

- v 0 s 4 - P = - = = A 08 W 0 7 S o D O W T T A N T > D > O T o e S o e b e S - - - - -

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RANGE SECTION
S 12
9 14

TOTAL
RESOURCE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- - 4B > A P D D D . - 4 T G 7 " e . Sy ) 4 S Ty S e D P e S B - - e - S - -

PURPOSE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

TOWNSHIP

30S
315

328

358

84.06
180.00
206,00
343,53
160.00
160,00
320.00

80.00

80.00
120.00
160.00
120.00
160.00
120.00

90,00

- "~ - > o - - - P & N R T 1 4 WD S " P Om M P T P Y o A P o T Yk 00 i o P o i D e B

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RANGE SECTION
104 1
104 28

29

oW 3
M 24
100 13
Il 13
oW ' 5
7

8

9

12 10
11

14

15

TOTAL

RESOURCE

UTAK PRAIRIE DOGS

2,377.59

PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

o " 0 e e Bk P D P A A 4 8 e D o B R B G G S 0 D B0 T et b T A @0 S 0 0 W e W A e o e

PURPOSE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

TOWNSHIP

345
355

36S

RANGE SECTION
5 27
5 . N

12
35
5 14

B.33

110,00



PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS ANTIMONY
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 338 2W 27 70,00

28 120.00

. 33 120,00

34 350.00

35 40,00

34s - 2W 3 80.16
32 180.00

33 20.00

355 3W 32 20,00
33 80.00

365 3W 4 40.28
5 20.11

B.34



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II

-

RESOQURCE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- - o - - o o= " . S S W AD P T D A T e 8 D B e e T G S S e - - 0 - -

32§

33S

34s

4,5

5W

8W

B.35

280,00
250,13
124,99
160,00
400,00
410,00
400,00
435,42
160,00
280.00

109,26
569.83
313.18
305.20
240.00

280,00
80.00
640,00
326.79
360.00
200,00
642.41
110.00
480,00
399.79
430, 82

640,00
640,00
633.87
240.00
186.26
335.40
54,34
640,00
40.00
160. 00
480,00
321.22
218.57




CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

VISUAL RESQURCES CLASS II

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

> A e 0 - - " " " - > W s e S S e e A D O P Y e 0 D VO Y e e e v T Sy L T N 0 0 4 A e 8 Y T - . -

355

36S

10W

100

1

B.36

26
27
28
33

3]

10
11
14
15
17
18
20
21
26
28
29

O o~y O,

600.00

339,48
440,00
139.71
600, 00
200.00
160,00
560,00
160,00
640,00
320,00
80.00
80.00
160.00
254,87
652.40
640,00
560,00
560, 00
157,19

520,00
170,00
572,62
280,00
280,00
80.00
320.00
280.00
80.00
43.21
323.68
650,08
240,00
80,00
607.57
560, 00
80.00



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

VISUAL RESOURCES CLASS II

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- " = T - P " s " S TS e = L A S A PR e 8 e e T A A S N L D S e e O WD R e A S S G e D G Y T W e T e

- - - - T 4 = T D e W e S S S T S P e P S A O U o =

375

385

110

12u

12W

23
24
25
26
27
33
34
35

10
1
12
15
17
19
20
21
22
29

30
3

24
25
26
35

249,65
591.29
667.24
633.51
304.69
121.33
658,92
643.71

640.00
402.98
120.00
502.00
400.00
441,20
790.00
320,00
328.77
200.00
641,12
641.60
640,00
320.00
360.00
515.97
217.17
664.16
122.28
409.65

481,66
202.28
320.00
305.57
276,67

- > - - " = - - o - 4y - D - W . s D W D o 4D T D D - A T D O P 8 D e 8 SR D G 0 A e S S

B.37

41,132.79



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT

3 RIPARIAN CEDAR-BEAVER

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
275 ™ 23 40.00
24 280. 00

25 200.00

35 60.00

M 34 80.00

35 120,00

285 W 14 160.00
295 6 18 120.00
M 10 40,00

1 160. 00

308 6H : 7 60.00
18 80.12

20 - 100.00

21 210.00

6 120,07

7 80.00

8 229.41

9 - 211.20

™ 1 75.10

12 120 00

13 80.00

9 8 60.00

9 60. 00

315 aW 77 147.58
20 160.00

29 160.00

30 160.00

31 240,00

8 80.00

9 40.00

325 4.5 6 159.39
oW 25 140.00

26 160.00

. 33 100.00
™ 29 40,00

' 30 100. 00

B.38



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

RESOURCE
RIPARIAN

- o o o T = " - T - 5 D R0 = - )y = R A S B P Y ™ T A P e -

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- - - - - - > o TP - . TP T 0 e " T = A e - A Y P P D e D e A P -

345

35S

36S

378

104

I3

1w

134

12
25
26
27

1
14
15

17
20
21
22
26
27
33

180.22
100.00
144,09

49.67

20.00
223.35

233.50
190. 00
120.00
93.21

80.00
80.00
240,00
80.00
320.00
~280.00
40,00

160. 00
200.00
232.81
90.00
100,00
140.00
140.00
30.00
182.00
80.00

> A A G v A D e o T e A T S e " 0 - - O " 4D D 0 D U S AL D W G = S8 D e 4 D W -

B.39

8,261.72



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

RE SOURCE
RIPARIAN

PLANNING UNIT
GARF IELD

- - o = 4 - T S B S B D W PR N B D T WE AR W R AR A A T T T Y A o e O o TR B T R AR S8 T L A S R W R SN A

- - - " > = 42 " A - " D € T D T ™ OSSO A

345

50,00
210.00
60.00
30.00

120.00
140.88
210.00
20.00
61.60

80.00
161.48

- . " . - R P ™ T - - - T . D P RS A ) O A M S e D D S S €S P S T W S A S . . S A S - - .

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESQURCE
RIPARIAN

1,143.96

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- - - S T T T T Y - . - S S T T S D o G . o S S S T " S T " S > e . - .

- - - - . = P A - - . T TS S Y S 0 e P L A T AR D G T D A P T WP e S D 4N D G w8 A W 48

B.40

30
3
15
18
19
20
22
25
26 .
27
28
29
30
33
34
35

260,40
110.00
40,00
21. 1
111.07
180.00
20,00
324.24
100,00
188.30
150.00
170.00
231.82
220.00
120.87
120.00




CATEGORY -

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

RESOURCE
RIPARIAN

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- - " _ A > S 0 D T = A Y " T et . o o P . 2 s S P P Ay 0 4 B o

- 0 - . - " " . S = " > D e T 4D Y P e B e 0 R T = .- -~

160,00
10.00
170.00
80.00
210,44
200,00
60.00
90.00
40,00
190.00
99.69
342.46
120,90
163.88
210,05
160.00

- o v 0 T o - - S o . - - T AP S - o S B A e G = e A 8 A YD AP O s o D e e e e 4

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

CRUCIAL ANTELOPE WINTER RANGE

RESOURCE

4,715.23

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- = " o - — Y e D P D T S = e T - A S D A D Y ot D T W Py S s e A T T A e e e

- 8 > - - - A D > D A T € - A - " Y - T - D D S B o A > .

s

325

B.41

122.00

106.00
512.00

70.00
336.00
550.00

97.00

27.00
557.00
522.00
487.00



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

CRUCIAL ANTELOPE WINTER RANGE

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- r > - - - - - - - - 8 - o - WP o T S P S R D T S A o . A S G o D S G M v

CATEGORY

CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE

RESOURCE

3,862.00

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- -~ - - - " ot D - " - = = T 2P T T e L S W P - .

- - " " " - - . D D TP 8 T A T = L = = = - P " A 8 D 4 - S - - - - - .

295

oW

™M

9

B.42

18
19
29
30
31

197.30
256.70
129.40
183,10
348,90

472.80
228,00
283.30
457.30
630,00
348.00
640,00
197.20
480.00
82.50
640.00
462.40
117.80
512.20
393.70
625.00
453.80
40.00
431.40
97.10
594.20
73.00
406. 60



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTLERNATIAVE

STIPULATION

CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR~BEAVER

e o o 8 4 D 08 0 P O e 08 8 08 % 0 0 e S e e o

et on 20 o 4 S i " B 8 N . A m AR — A SGMSsSes—AeS s eseEeSSane Gesssoe e

31

W

34
4.5

SW

Bo43

O s W

448,80

149,60
483,10
512.50
640.00
359.00

25.70
335,00
540.40

25.60

53.90

30.00
113.20
267,40
568.10
265,20
214.20

272,80
63.80
. 481.80
604.00
126.20
27.30
571.60
453,60
502.40
59.80
517.30
506.70
73.60
183.60
» 296,30
86.70
91.30
211.00
261.30
299.60
90. 60
640.00
584,00



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE

RE SOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- > - " > s s - - " 40 > " > > A D e e s T u S - -

31

328

335

34S

8W

B.44

35

18
19
30
31

25
10
11
14
15
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
25
26
27
28
29

=Y

W w o ~NG

27
34

17
18
19

30

421.70

443,80
633.10
640,00
140, 80
. 227,50
458.20

67.30
333.30
461.60
190,50
642,70
309.80

" 334,60

624,60

67.70
301.20
606.40
28.10
672.20
589.00
615.00
639.00
282.60
274.60
640,00
368,60
186.70
603. 80
186.30
26.30

268.30
57.70
186.90

101.60
388,00
285.20
135,80
146.20



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

-~ > o - " - - Y = = M A D T S o W D AP A M Uy Y S S R T P Y - e = O R T Gy e - 4 A = -

- - - " - " = " - T " o B S D S 4 e e e S N 4D P S B Y . " AD -

355

365

10W

1

1

15

B.45

73.40
254.70
200.70
514,70
252.00

60.00
133.50
212.00
150.90
257,00
147.80
439,70
125.80

30.50

40.00
177.50

525,00
357.00
223.00
592.30
90.00
430,70
44.80
242.00
661.80
112.70
18.00
" 151,70
396.70
159.80
15.00
241,80

349.00
10.40
27.60
31.40

152.10

759.60

4.60
10.00



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTLERNATIVE

STIPULATION

CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- U " o ] = o " - e Py T OB P AP P 4D 4B W S e o A > e - " D P . -

- - - - > " " - - " A S D S O At ey o o D TP AP W D WP D A . " A 5P P S e o 00 48 = - e

378

385

1

120

124

13W

21
28
29
30

131,10
413.60
537.40
378,60

320.00
640,30
301.60

20.80
176.50
334,70
484,90
641,00
281,80
220,50
598,50
583.20
536.20
283.40

40,00
160.00

507.30
200.00
848.70
11.00
51,00
87.60
236,70
88.00

- - o 1 G - - - - " AR A8 P Y P T S T " T = T W T OV == v S P A > W T S e e
- - - - - -

B.46



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

CRUCIAL DEER WINTER RANGE

RE SOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- o - o . 8 TP = - . D e 4 T S P e P S o . " -

- - - L > 8 - - W " = - P = o - 4 4D WP O b € D N s e O UYWAY P a0 S Y U ST T8 D e -

325

338

W
W

2u

2W

30
31
25
26
34
35

18
19

10

n
12
13
14
15
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

30

440.00
440.00
483,24
280.00

5.00
391,70

512.76
624,84
628.58
400.00

~ 571.58
620, 00
480.00
611.80
520.00
600.00
440.00
640.00
640.16
580. 52
230.00
210.00
640.00
560. 00
520,00
640.00
640,00
575,00

25,00
337,98
60.12
319.99
440,00
460.00

40,00
120,00
40,00
30.00
100.00

o et e B A o o e 4 S B O > A 0 T D O T e T 8 e ) s ke e o

B.47

15, 898,27



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

CRUCIAL ELK WINTER RANGE

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- > " - -GS 8 P D L P B R G D S = W S D s s > e o P A A S - P = - e 4 v -

e e - S - T Y D ST P A T O " 4D D S N e s o e s iy At T A Y P R P P A W A S S . B b

90.10
215.80
34.20
171.90

297.90

-~ - " S " " " . - = > 5 P S D D S D - = A S TP - - . o -

CATEGORY

308

335

345

STIPULATION

1
13W

100

1
124

RESOURCE

1,383.20

PLANNING UNIT

RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES CEDAR-BEAVER

- - - ;- - - - - - Y P € e D S D W D D R A B G G A W P T S A e -

B.48

29
30

28
13
27

18
25
27
28

13
31

240,00
80.00
360.00

80.00
80.00
200,00

160. 00
160. 00
199.00

90.60
160. 00
81.92
100.00
260.00
200.24
40.00
80.00




CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES CEDAR-BEAVER

- . - " T " - > - A8 = > D S S " VS P s T NS OO W 4m A Y A A

" = - - 4D TS it - 4 D = b s o S Y e T . W D o WY vy

- o - - - e o > P P S D W W kWS WP 4P R b Y S0 TR A - D P Y A e R 4R W 4 A e S 02 P o T S - - -

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

SECTION ACRES
4 160.00
36 160.00
5 80.00
8 160. 00
1 367.36
8 240.00

TOTAL 3,739.12

RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT

RAPTOR NESTING AND. PERCH SITES GARFIELD

- — - - - T A T o . o M2 e A D ) D S D S e A S R N T - . . . e = - -

- > - o - A > o o - - A 4P T 0 s D Y S e Al - A T A - NS AP TN A AT e A U YR A e e e

36S

5W
oUW

5W

- - - o 4 - - 2 - > S " S T T = o AN W P 4 Gy e 0 Uy e L 56 e = O T O A - S " D T D O A0 WD W = e an W0

B.49

SECTION ACRES
20 110.00
21 10.00
29 10.00
30 17.76
24 20.00
25 40.00
6 76.66
7 95.85
3 160.00

TOTAL 540.27



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

RAPTOR NESTING AND PERCH SITES

RESOURCE

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

e e o D O A8 e D o o T D 0 S A e > P D e 0 D D 4 e D ¢ L " - - - -

- - " TP - Y T A U W D o B A - R SO W $B AD e o G E  ED 4R = = Y A e o = " D A S o D S " o > e - o . -
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CATEGORY

STIPULATION

SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS

RESGURCE

160. 00

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- - P " e = R O T T W D Y D D B e P P T D s S > S e 0 T P A8 8 e~ o .

- > - D o S = Y S P A R D D G D S 0 e P A S D A > T S .

295

30S

315

328

10W

T

9

104

B.50

27
28
33
34

7
18

19
27
30
34
25

10

10
1

14
15
18
22
23

320.00
120,00

40,00
120,00

40.61
320.00
241.86
320.00

40,00

640,00
200.00
640.00
320,00

360,00
120,00
164.11

40,00
120.00



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
3 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS  CEDAR-BEAVER

TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
325 104 27 160,00
7 163.98
10 12 160. 00
13 160. 00
™ 1 120.00
1 240.00
13 40,00
14 120,00
23 120.00
24 120.00
335 T 10 360.00
1 120. 00
14 40.00
15 210,00
21 380.00
22 30.00
28 20,00
TOTAL 7,370. 56

CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
3 SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS  GARFIELD
TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
305 5W 23 90.00
333 5W 25 110.00
26 90.00
35 40.00
34s 5W 24 70.00
25 110.00
26 220.00
355 4.5 18 9.73
7 87.82

B.51



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

RE SOURCE
SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNDS

PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

- v - - " = " - - - Y " S > T D e S A S B A P Y S e U e e 8 s 8 " -

12
13
19
30
24
25

33

460,00
50.00
300.00

160.00

264.86
162.03

30.00
280.00

e - - 8 " - " " Y 8 B8 D G > A S0 D D T O D D N S AP A S D S s e S e e S A D D TP e D AR A A S A - - -

RESOURCE
SAGE GROUSE STRUTTING GROUNGS

2,818.46

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- - - - . - > " = - " o A - " P a4 RS 8 D S . O Y T 4B G D A e 8 A R S T T W S e a8 s o o = D 4 S 0 D
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240.00
280,00
70.00

- - . AP A8 7Y T W T = o e P P P T Y AR D R AR Ym % S AR 4P D A A 4R W D e A e e - . - -

RESQURCE
ADMINISTRATIVE SITE

920.00

PLANNING UNIT
ANTIMONY

- - . " 48 Y o T D D D D - s S D e A L A D O - - O Y W 4 e A A

CATEGORY STIPULATION
3 .
TOWNSHIP RANGE
35S SW
oW
36S 5W
375 5W
oW
CATEGORY STIPULATION
3
TOWNSHIP RANGE
345 -2
35S 3W
CATEGORY STIPULATION
a4
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP

BRYCE ADMINISTRATIVE SITE

365

RANGE SECTION

3W 7

B8.52



CATEGORY

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

RESOURCE

QUITCHIPA LAKE

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR~BEAVER

-~ - . - - T - S T o P D (o D e Y P el A S D Y e o e A e D S S T

PURPOSE

RIPARIAN

TOWNSHIP

365

SECTION

-2
28
33

320,00
200,00
160.00
160.00
67.58
67.62

- - . > A 40 = e T o S D A D W O 8 D S S S D D B D A A A T S U -

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESOURCE

R&PP

975,20

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

- - > > = o W s v A R ) D M O D o O D S A T A e o L S S S S G S 4B s -

PURPOSE

BRAFFITS CREEK R&PP

CEDAR CITY AIRPORT

RESIDENTIAL

TOWNSHIP

355

355

365

1M

T

SECTION

13
23
24
25
26

33

160,00
330.23
513.28
160,00
280,00

40.00

160.00
480,00
640.00
240.00
240.00

> > - A8 Y O D W P D Y o P e e A AR D D D S P P A 4

CATEGORY

STIPULATION

RESOURCE

R&PP

3,243.51

PLANNING UNIT
GARFIELD

- - - - . Y A U S A R AR B e R O o e -

PURPOSE

PANGUITCH AIRPORT

TOWNSHIP

345

B.53

SECTION

14
15
22



PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

CATEGORY STIPULATION RE SOURCE PLANNING UNIT
4 R&PP GARF IELD
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
PANGUITCH AIRPORT 345 5 23 480,00
TOTAL 1,280. 06
CATEGORY - STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
4 R&PP ANTIMONY
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
ANTIMONY LANDFILL 315 " 1 12.50
BYRCE AIRPORT 365 2W 6 314.42
TOTAL 326,92
CATEGORY * STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
4 RECREATION SITE CEDAR-BEAVER
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANSE SECTION ACRES
MINERSVILLE RESERVOIR 30S° W 1 180.00
1 120. 00
12 40.00
ROCK CORRAL 285 9 14 160,00
TOTAL 500.00
CATEGORY STIPULATION RESOURCE PLANNING UNIT
3 UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS CEDAR-BEAVER
PURPOSE TOWNSHIP RANGE SECTION ACRES
UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS 308 10W 1 84.06
315 104 28 180. 00
29 200,00
6W 31 343,53
9 24 160. 00

B‘ 54



CATEGORY

PURPOSE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

STIPULATION

TOWNSHIP

325

358

RE SOURCE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

- - - = S P = -~ = - - W A 4 = M S O 4 S . O N o D T D D S B e D D S ) D €Y D G T G = P A 0 o - -

RANGE - SECTION

12

13
13

PLANNING UNIT
CEDAR-BEAVER

160,00
120.00
160,00
120.00

90.00

CATEGORY

PURPOSE

UTAH PRAIRIE DOGS

TOWNSHIP

345
355
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0il, Gas, and Geothermal Leasing Categories
Cedar - Beaver - Garfield - Antimony RMP

Cedar-Beaver

C’ Open (standard stipulations)

Special Stipulations:

CAWR - S7 —

CWDR - S7 53,200
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Sage Grouse - S7 7,400
Golden/Bald Eagle - S7 3,700
Riparian - S4 8,300
VRM Class Il - S2 41,100

- No Surface Occupancy:

Utah Prairie Dog 2,400
Riparian (Quichapa Lake) 1,000
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Administrative sites 100
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Off - Road Vehicle Designations
Cedar - Beaver - Garfield - Antimony RMP

l:‘ Open

Limited to existing roads and trails:
Seasonal restrictions:

Ij Sage Grouse strutting grounds - March 15 to May 1
- Crucial deer, elk winter range - January 1 to April 30

Golden Eagle nest, roost, and perch sites - February 15 to June 30
and Bald Eagle nest, roost, and perch sites - November 1 to April 30

Total seasonal restrictions

Yearlong limitations:

% Riparian areas
&\N Utah Prairie Dog sites
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Total limited to existing roads and trails
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